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MINUTES  OF  REGULAR  MEETING 


DATE:  March  13,  1978,  4:00  P.M. 

PLACE:  Board  of  Works  Hearing  Room,  9th  Floor,  City-County  Building, 

One  Main  Street,  Fort  Wayne,  Indiana 


MEMBERS  PRESENT: 


MEMBERS  ABSENT: 


STAFF  PRESENT: 


OTHERS  PRESENT: 


Leonard  M.  Weinraub,  President 
Hana  L.  Stith,  Vice  President 
Robert  W.  Hutner,  Secretary 

Henry  F.  Rood 
John  L.  Andreas 

Robert  P.  Turk,  Executive  Director 
Julia  A.  Zickgraf 
Mary  Beth  Young 

Richard  D.  Robinson,  Attorney 
Robert  L.  Leas,  Consulting  Engineer 
Ronald  L.  Bonar,  Engineer 
Darrell  G.  Post,  Ronald  L.  Bonar  § 
Doug  Fisher,  WOWO  Associates 

Dale  Payne,  Up  The  Street  Tavern 
Sylvia  Smith,  Journal - Gaze t te 
John  Perlman,  News  - Sent inel 
2 other  people  present 


Mr.  Weinraub  called  the  meeting  to  order  at  4:37  P.M. 

Mr.  Hutner  noted  that  all  members  were  present  except  for  Mr.  Rood 
and  Mr.  Andreas. 

NEW  BUSINESS 


Review  of  Sidewalk  and  Curb  Design,  West  Main  Street  Renewal  Project, 
Block  II 


Mr.  Turk  reminded  the  Commission  members  that  at  the  last  Special 
Meeting  Ronald  L.  Bonar  § Associates  was  selected  to  prepare  the 
engineering  plans  for  the  sidewalks  and  curbs  in  Block  II  of  the  West 
Main  Street  Renewal  Project.  Mr.  Turk  pointed  out  that  both  Mr.  Bonar 
and  Mr.  Leas  are  present  this  evening  to  review  this  matter. 

Mr.  Leas  explained  that  there  is  some  information  that  they  have  not 
been  able  to  obtain  as  yet  from  the  Edsall  House  developers. 

Mr.  Weinraub  remarked  that  vacated  Webster  Street  between  the  Senior 
Citizen  Center  and  the  Senior  Citizen  Housing  will  become  parking. 

Mr.  Bonar  stated  that  the  question  of  obligation  of  streets  to  be 
removed  was  submitted  to  an  attorney  for  the  Edsall  House  developers, 
and  they  still  have  had  no  response.  Mr.  Bonar  explained  the  three  (3) 
items  they  still  require  information  on  to  the  Commissioners.  He  related 
that  he  hopes  between  now  and  the  next  regular  Commission  meeting  to 
have  this  information  so  that  he  will  be  able  to  submit  the  final  plans 
for  approval . 

Mr.  Weinraub  asked  if  there  were  funds  available  for  the  sidewalk  and 
curb  work. 

Mr.  Turk  answered  affirmatively. 

Mr.  Weinraub  stated  that  this  matter  would  be  held  until  the  next 
regular  Commission  meeting. 


Digitized  by  the  Internet  Archive 

in  2015 


https://archive.org/details/fortwayneredevel017unse 


RESOLUTION  NO.  78-13  - Declaratory  Resolution,  West  Main  Street  Renewal 
Project  Amended 

Mr.  Turk  reported  that  a draft  of  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan  for  the  West 
Main  Street  Renewal  Project  Amended  was  sent  to  each  of  the  Commissioners 
He  highlighted  the  Plan  by  showing  maps  of  the  right-of-way,  the  land 
use  categories,  and  the  property  ownership.  Mr.  Turk  informed  the  member 
of  the  Commission  that  this  Plan  was  presented  informally  to  City  Council 
last  week.  He  mentioned  that  the  Up  The  Street  Tavern  has  been  excluded 
from  the  project  and  told  the  Commissioners  that  this  property  wouid  be 
subject  to  rehabilitation  control,  if  necessary. 

Mr.  Weinraub  questioned  if  Riegel's  were  required  to  do  anything  since 
they  are  included  in  the  Redevelopment  project. 

Mr.  Turk  responded  that  they  have  to  bring  their  property  up  to  code, 
if  it  were  not  already,  and  that  any  proposed  changes  would  have  to  be 
brought  before  the  Commission. 

Mr.  Turk  stated  that  the  estimated  acquisition  cost  is  $764,350  for  the 
project . 

Mr.  Robert  W.  Hutner  moved  the  adoption  of  Resolution  No.  78-13,  and 
Mrs.  Hana  L.  Stith  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion 
carried  unanimously. 

Mr.  Turk  mentioned  that  the  next  step  would  be  to  get  approval  from 

the  City  Plan  Commission  and  then  City  Council.  He  related  that  a public 

hearing  would  then  be  held  and  a Confirmatory  Resolution  passed. 


RESOLUTION  NO.  78-14  - Resolution  Authorizing  An  Amendment  To  Contracts 
With  Ronald  E.  Gettel  And  Lowell  K.  Griffin  For  Additional  Appraisal 
Services 

Mr.  Turk  told  the  Commissioners  that  the  appraisal  services  for  a 
parcel  in  the  West  Main  Street  Renewal  Project  Amended  were  required 
and  that  Resolution  No.  78-14  amends  the  contracts  of  Ronald  Gettel 
and  Lowell  Griffin  in  the  amounts  of  $750.00  and  $675.00,  respectively. 
He  noted  that  this  is  the  last  appraisal  needed  in  the  West  Main  Street 
Renewal  Project  Amended. 

Mr.  Robert  W.  Hutner  moved  the  approval  of  Resolution  No.  78-14,  and 
Mrs.  Hana  L.  Stith  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion 
carried  unanimously. 


RESOLUTION  NO.  78-15  - Resolution  Selecting  Contractor  For  Sanitary 
Sewer  Extension  Edsall  House  And  Authorizing  The  Execution  Of  A Contract 

Mr.  Weinraub  remarked  that  three  (3)  bids  were  received  for  the 
installation  of  a sanitary  sewer  extension  in  the  West  Main  Street 
Renewal  Project  from  T § G Excavating  in  the  amount  of  $17,580.70, 

Brooks  Construction  Company  for  $13,359.50,  and  Gordon  Landscape  for 
$13,200.  Mr.  Weinraub  asked  why  Gordon  Landscape's  proposal  states 
that  they  only  need  fifteen  (15)  days  to  complete  the  job. 

Mr.  Leas  explained  that  the  job  can  be  completed  in  fifteen  (15)  days 
provided  the  weather  is  good. 

Mrs.  Stith  inquired  as  to  some  background  information  on  the  Gordon 
Landscape  firm. 

Mr.  Leas  stated  that  Gordon  Landscape  has  been  in  the  sewer  business 
for  35  years  and  has  done  work  for  the  City  before. 


■ 


Mrs.  Zickgraf  added  that  Gordon  Landscape  has  done  work  for  the  Commission 
previously . 

Mr.  Leas  told  the  Commission  members  that  the  only  problem  the  City  had 
with  Gordon  Landscape  was  that  they  were  slow  in  cleaning  up. 

Mrs.  Stith  was  concerned  over  the  firm  of  Gordon  Landscape  and  inquired 
if  the  Commission  had  a work  resume  on  them. 

Mrs.  Zickgraf  supplied  a resume  on  Gordon  Landscape. 

Mrs.  Stith  informed  the  other  Commissioners  about  a sewerage  problem 
that  arose  at  the  Woodview  Manor  Apartments  in  the  City  and  that  she 
thought  it  was  the  Gordon  Landscape  firm  that  was  involved. 

Mr.  Weinraub  noted  the  difference  in  price  of  $159.00  between  Gordon 
Landscape  and  Brooks  Construction  Company. 

Mr.  Leas  referred  to  his  March  7,  1978  recommendation  letter  to  the 
Commission  and  told  the  members  that  he  is  just  stating  that  Gordon 
Landscape  is  capable  of  doing  the  job  and  not  that  they  have  to  be  the 
firm  selected. 

Mr.  Hutner  mentioned  that  he  was  also  hesitant  about  selecting  Gordon 
Landscape  if,  in  fact,  they  were  the  firm  involved  in  the  Woodview  Manor 
situation . 

Mr.  Weinraub  stated  that  the  Commission  is  not  obligated  to  choose  the 
lowest  bid. 

Mr.  Turk  explained  that  the  Commission  would  be  placing  themselves  in  a 
difficult  position  if  they  did  not  select  the  lowest  bid. 

Mrs.  Stith  felt  the  Commission  should  meet  with  Mr.  Gordon  McHenry  and 
have  him  explain  the  problem  that  occurred  at  Woodview  Manor. 

Mr.  Hutner  inquired  as  to  the  total  amount  of  the  Gordon  Landscape 
proposal . 

Mr.  Weinraub  replied  that  the  amount  is  $13,200. 

Mr.  Leas  reported  that  the  City  is  very  careful  about  the  inspections 
on  jobs. 

Mr.  Robert  W.  Hutner  moved  the  adoption  of  Resolution  No.  78-15  with 
the  selection  of  Gordon  Landscape,  and  Mrs.  Hana  L.  Stith  seconded 
the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion  carried  unanimously. 


RESOLUTION  NO.  78-16  - Resolution  Authorizing  The  Executive  Director 
To  Execute  Leases  For  Month- To -Month  Rentals  Of  Occupied  Properties 
Acquired  By  The  Redevelopment  Commission  And  Establishing  A Rental 
Policy  For  Acquired  Properties  In  The  Civic  Center  Renewal  Project 

Mr.  Turk  told  the  members  of  the  Commission  that  he  felt  a policy 
should  be  defined  for  establishing  rents  in  the  Civic  Center  Project. 
He  outlined  the  considerations  for  the  Commissioners.  Mr.  Turk 
pointed  out  that  the  third  item  listed  on  the  resolution  should  state 
"The  fair  economic  rent  for  those  owner-occupied  businesses  shall  be 
established  by  the  Commission". 

The  Commissioners  discussed  several  different  properties. 

Mrs.  Stith  inquired  if  there  wasn't  some  kind  of  formula  to  go  by  in 
establishing  a rental  policy. 

Mr.  Turk  explained  that  it  would  depend  upon  the  type  of  property  and 
fair  market  value. 


. 
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A discussion  followed. 


Mr.  Robert  W.  Hutner  moved  the  approval  of  Resolution  No.  78-16,  and 
Mrs.  Hana  L.  Stith  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion 
carried  unanimously. 

East  Central  Towers  Project 


Mr.  Turk  told  the  Commission  members  that  he  wanted  to  make  them  aware 
that  Architonics,  Inc. /Pond  Construction  Company  has  submitted  a complete 
package  for  Section  8 and  FHA  mortgage  insurance  for  144  units  to  HUD. 

He  stated  that  he  hopes  it  will  go  through  and  that  a decision  from 
HUD  will  be  received  shortly. 


UDAG  Application 

Mr.  Turk  told  the  Commission  members  that  the  UDAG  Pre -application  has 
been  sent  and  that  the  final  Application  will  be  submitted  in  April. 


APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES 

Mr.  Robert  W.  Hutner  moved  the  approval  of  the  minutes  of  the  Special 
Meeting  of  January  17,  1978,  and  Mrs.  Hana  L.  Stith  seconded  the  motion. 
Upon  roll  call,  the  motion  carried  unanimously. 

Mrs.  Hana  L.  Stith  moved  for  approval  of  the  minutes  of  the  Regular 
Meeting  of  February  13,  1978,  and  Mr.  Robert  W.  Hutner  seconded  the 
motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion  carried  unanimously. 

It  was  not  necessary  to  approve  the  minutes  of  the  Public  Hearing  of 
February  13,  1978,  since  they  were  a matter  of  public  record. 


VOUCHERS 


Rothberg,  Gallmeyer,  Fruechtenicht  $ Logan  $2,326.51 


The  Commissioners  had  no  questions  about  the  vouchers. 

Mr.  Robert  W.  Hutner  moved  the  approval  of  the  voucher  sheets  and  the 
bill  for  legal  services  from  Rothberg,  Gallmeyer,  Fruechtenicht  § Logan. 
Mrs.  Hana  L.  Stith  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion 
carried  unanimously. 


OLD  BUSINESS 


Real  Estate  Contract  Hanna-Creighton  Area 

Mrs.  Hana  L.  Stith  moved  that  the  Commission  renew  the  listing  contract 
with  Zacher/Trent  § Company  for  another  six  (6)  months.  Mr.  Robert  W. 
Hutner  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion  carried 
unanimous ly . 


OTHER  BUSINESS 

Mr.  Robert  W.  Hutner  moved  for  approval  of  the  upgrading  in  position 
of  Mary  Beth  Young  from  a Secretary  B to  an  Executive  Secretary  A. 

Mrs.  Hana  L.  Stith  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion 
carried  unanimously. 

Mr.  Turk  stated  that  he  was  unaware  if  the  night  meetings  would  still 
be  postponed  through  the  month  of  April  because  of  the  energy  shortage 
and  suggested  that  the  April  Regular  Meeting  be  scheduled  at  4:00  P.M. 
just  to  be  safe. 


■ 


Mrs.  Zickgraf  noted  that  the  public  hearing  for  Rose  Marie's  Alley 
would  also  have  to  be  scheduled. 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  Robert  W.  Hutner  moved  for  adjournment,  and  Mrs.  Hana  L.  Stith 
seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion  carried  unanimously. 
The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  5:15  P.M. 


Respectfully  submitted, 
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Robert  W.  Hutner,  Secretary 


MINUTES  OF  REGULAR  MEETING 


DATE:  February  13,  1978,  8:45  P.M. 

PLACE:  Board  of  Works  Hearing  Room,  9th  Floor,  City-County  Building, 

One  Main  Street,  Fort  Wayne,  Indiana 


MEMBERS  PRESENT: 


MEMBERS  ABSENT: 


Leonard  M.  Weinraub,  President 
Hana  L.  Stith,  Vice  President 
Robert  V/.  Hutner,  Secretary 

Henry  F.  Rood 
John  L.  Andreas 


STAFF  PRESENT:  Robert  P.  Turk,  Executive  Director 

Julia  A.  Zickgraf 
Mary  Beth  Young 

OTHERS  PRESENT : Richard  D.  Robinson,  Attorney 

— ^on  George,  Perfection  Biscuit 

M.  Robert  Benson,  Attorney 

Ronald  L.  Sowers,  Attorney 

Sylvia  Smith,  Journal - Gazette 

John  Perlman,  News  - Sent ine 1 

Conrad  Jankowski,  Jankowski  Associates 

7 other  people 


The  President  called  the  meeting  to  order  at  8:45  P.M. 

The  Secretary  noted  that  all  Commission  members  were  present  except 
for  Mr.  Rood  and  Mr.  Andreas. 


VOUCHERS 


Rothberg,  Gallmeyer,  Fruechtenicht  $ Logan  $1,507.00 

Mr.  Robert  W.  Hutner  moved  the  approval  of  the  bill  for  legal  services, 
and  Mrs.  Hana  L.  Stith  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion 
carried  unanimously. 


NEW  BUSINESS 

RESOLUTION  NO.  78-8  - Confirmatory  Resolution  - Public  Law  No.  69  Tax 
Abatement  ( I §M/ Peoples , Rems,  Perfection  Biscuit) 

Mr.  Robert  W.  Hutner  moved  adoption  of  Resolution  No.  78-8,  and  Mrs. 
Hana  L.  Stith  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion  carried 
unanimously . 


RESOLUTION  NO.  78-9  - Declaratory  Resolution  - Rose  Marie’s  Alley 

Mr.  Turk  reminded  the  Commissioners  that  at  a previous  meeting  they 
approved  a recommendation  from  the  Commission  staff  and  attorney  which 
adopted  a policy  statement  and  procedural  method  of  accepting,  reviewing, 
and  consideration  of  applications  by  developers  who  are  seeking  tax 
abatements  through  Public  Law  No.  69.  Mr.  Turk  reported  that  since  that 
meeting,  the  Commission  has  received  an  application  from  Rose  Marie’s 
Alley.  He  noted  that  representatives  of  the  developers  are  present 
tonight . 


. 


- 


Mr.  Ronald  Sowers,  an  attorney,  introduced  himself,  his  partner,  Mr. 
Benson,  and  their  architect,  Conrad  Jankowski,  to  the  Commission  members. 
He  stated  that  they  believe  their  submitted  application  is  at  least 
technically  complete,  and  that  they  are  present  this  evening  in  order 
to  answer  any  questions  that  may  arise. 

Mr.  Weinraub  inquired  if  the  application  included  the  entire  project. 

Mr.  Sowers  stated  that  at  this  stage  it  would  contain  only  the  first 
parcel.  He  mentioned  that  a portion  of  the  structure  is  now  being 
constructed . 

Mr.  Weinraub  asked  Mr.  Sowers  to  explain  their  plans  to  the  Commission 
members . 

Mr.  Sowers  replied  that  they  desire  to  construct  a group  of  buildings 
on  the  former  Rosemarie  Hotel  site  that  will  coordinate  with  the 
surrounding  architecture.  He  explained  the  design  of  the  building 
to  the  Commissioners.  Mr.  Sowers  related  that  at  least  half  of  the 
building  would  hold  their  law  offices,  while  the  use  of  the  balance 
is  presently  being  negotiated. 

Mr.  Weinraub  questioned  the  parking  situation  and  inquired  if  they  had 
any  plans  for  parking. 

Mr.  Sowers  responded  that  there  is  some  off-street  parking  that  could 
be  used. 

Mr.  Weinraub  stated  that  the  Commission  is  trying  to  develop  a parking 
garage  in  the  area,  and  he  wondered  if  it  would  be  possible  for  the 
Commission  and  his  law  firm  to  work  together. 

Mr.  Sowers  told  the  Commission  members  that  when  they  first  formed  the 
idea  of  wanting  to  construct  their  building,  they  looked  into  the 
problem  of  parking.  At  the  time,  he  said,  it  was  believed  there  was 
ample  and  sufficient  parking.  However,  since  that  time,  Mr.  Sowers 
reported,  that  it  has  been  discovered  there  will  be  some  space  lost 
when  the  parking  garage  is  built.  Mr.  Sowers  explained  that  they  have 
spoken  with  several  people  about  the  parking  situation.  He  informed 
the  members  of  the  Commission  that  his  law  firm  would  be  willing  to 
work  with  the  Redevelopment  Commission  on  parking  for  the  area.  Mr. 
Sowers  said  that  he  has  been  concerned  with  the  method  and  the  way  the 
City  has  solved  parking  in  the  past. 

Mr.  Turk  relayed  to  the  Commissioners  that  he  has  found  the  application 
to  be  complete  and  entirely  satisfactory.  He  mentioned  that  the 
objectives  are  well  described,  and  that  the  benefits  the  project  has 
are  very  supportive  of  planning  objectives  for  the  West  Main  Street/ 
Landing  area.  Mr.  Turk  told  the  Commissioners  that  the  developers 
have  brought  new  life  to  the  Landing  area,  and  that  this  development 
would  increase  tax  revenues  over  a 5-year  period  and  help  stabilize 
employment.  He  strongly  recommended  that  the  Commission  approve 
Resolution  No.  78-9. 

Mr.  Weinraub  remarked  that  a public  hearing  would  have  to  be  held  on 
this  issue  after  Resolution  No.  78-9  was  approved,  and  noted  that  the 
Commission  would  have  to  advertise  a legal  notice  in  the  Fort  Wayne 
newspapers  prior  to  the  public  hearing. 

Mr.  Robert  W.  Hutner  moved  for  adoption  of  Resolution  No.  78-9,  and 
Mrs.  Hana  L.  Stith  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion 
carried  unanimously. 

Mr.  Weinraub  thanked  Mr.  Sowers,  Mr.  Benson,  and  Mr.  Jankowski  for 
coming  to  the  meeting  this  evening. 


' 
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VOUCHERS 


Referring  back  to  the  Voucher  Sheet  showing  vouchers  paid  in  January, 
1978,  Mr.  Weinraub  inquired  if  there  was  anything  unusual  listed. 

Mr.  Turk  told  the  Commission  members  that  the  list  basically  consists 
of  overhead  costs. 

Mr.  Robert  W.  Hutner  moved  approval  of  the  Voucher  Sheet,  and  Mrs. 

Hana  L.  Stith  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion  carried 
unanimously . 


RESOLUTION  NO.  78-10  - Resolution  Approving  Contract  For  Property 
Management  And  Authorizing  Execution  Of  Said  Contract 

Mr.  Turk  informed  the  Commissioners  that  the  Property  Management  position 
would  entail  helping  the  Commission  manage  properties  as  they  are 
acquired.  He  related  that  the  Commission,  at  this  time,  has  three  (3) 
executed  purchase  agreements  and  that  more  are  expected  shortly.  Mr. 

Turk  reminded  the  Commission  members  that  at  a previous  meeting  it 
was  discussed  that  a Property  Manager  be  hired,  because  of  the  loss  of 
the  Site  Coordinator  position  during  the  budget  hearings.  He  explained 
that  Mr.  Vern  Otte  was  interviewed  for  the  position  of  Property  Manager, 
since  he  has  had  a number  of  years  in  the  field  with  Lincoln  Life  and 
St.  Joseph  Hospital.  Mr.  Turk  recommended  that  the  Commissioners  approve 
a contract  with  Mr.  Otte  on  a $10.00  rate  basis  with  a maximum  of  $4,000.00 
a year. 

Mr.  Weinraub  inquired  if  Mr.  Otte  could  be  placed  on  the  payroll. 

Mr.  Turk  replied  negatively. 

Mrs.  Hana  L.  Stith  moved  the  approval  of  Resolution  No.  78-10,  and 
Mr.  Robert  W.  Hutner  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion 
carried  unanimously. 


RESOLUTION  NO.  78-11  - Resolution  Approving  Amendment  No.  2 To  Contract 
For  Immovable  Appraisal  Services  By  And  Between  Fort  Wayne  Redevelopment 
Commission  And  Harry  S.  Cutmore  § Associates,  Inc. 

Mr.  Turk  reported  to  the  Commission  members  that  Resolution  No.  78-11 
amends  the  Contract  with  Harry  S.  Cutmore  § Associates  to  include 
appraisal  services  for  Block  4 in  the  West  Main  Street  Renewal  Project 
Amended.  He  explained  that  real  estate  appraisals  are  presently  being 
done,  and  that  personal  property  appraisals  will  also  have  to  be  done. 

He  referred  to  the  total  amount  of  $2,450.00  and  the  breakdown,  as  shown 
in  the  packages  placed  before  the  Commissioners. 

Mrs.  Hana  L.  Stith  moved  for  adoption  of  Resolution  No.  78-11,  and 
Mr.  Robert  W.  Hutner  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion 
carried  unanimously. 


Civic  Center  Municipal  Parking  Garage  Selection  Process  For  Architect/ 
Engineer 


Mr.  Turk  told  the  Commissioners  that  the  Civic  Center  Parking  Garage 
will  be  located  across  from  the  Summit  Square  Office  Tower.  He 
explained  that  part  of  the  agreement  with  I^M/Peoples  was  the 
obligation  to  complete  the  design  phase  before  the  end  of  1978  and 
have  it  ready  for  bid  on  or  about  January  11,  1979.  Mr.  Turk  related 
that  both  the  City  and  the  Redevelopment  Commission  have  responsibilities 
on  the  Parking  Garage  land  assemblage  and  construction.  He  further 
explained  that  the  City  will  have  the  management  and  operation 
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responsibilities  of  the  Parking  Garage.  Mr.  Turk  remarked  that  the 
process  will  be  a joint  one.  He  stated  that  recently  the  Mayor  sent 
out  a letter  to  a number  of  architectural/engineering  firms 
(approximately  10)  requesting  submitted  evidence  of  interest  and 
credentials.  He  explained  that  the  process  will  be  one  where  there 
will  be  a joint  working  relationship  with  the  Mayor  and  Henry  Wehrenberg 


OTHER  BUSINESS 


Link’s  Wonderland 

Mr.  Weinraub  informed  the  other  Commission  members  that  Link  Chapman 
has  made  a real  asset  to  the  City  of  Fort  Wayne  with  his  entertainment 
center  and  wondered  if  he  would  be  willing  to  give  a tour  of  the  center 
to  the  Commissioners.  He  suggested  that  the  Commission  staff  and  the 
media  also  come  along  for  the  tour. 

Mrs.  Stith  requested  that  the  Commission  staff  send  a letter  to  Mr. 
Chapman  expressing  the  desire  for  a tour  of  his  center. 


Semi-Mall  Project  - Engineering  Survey 

Mr.  Turk  told  the  Commissioners  that  the  Semi-Mall  Project  has  begun 
its  design  work  under  the  direction  of  Phil  Hodge  of  James  Associates. 

He  added  that  the  architect  will  have  to  be  provided  with  an  engineering 
survey,  and  that  Mr.  Leas  has  secured  two  (2)  proposals  for  preparing 
the  survey.  Mr.  Turk  referred  the  members  of  the  Commission  to  their 
packages  before  them  containing  a letter  from  Mr.  Leas  with  his 
recommendation.  Mr.  Turk  stated  that  Mr.  Leas  requested  three  (3) 
proposals  for  the  survey,  and  only  two  (2)  responded.  He  explained 
that  the  lower  price  was  given  by  Coil  § Dickmeyer,  Inc.,  at  a figure 
not  to  exceed  $4,800.00  and  that  Z.  K.  Tazian  Associates,  Inc.,  provided 
a sum  fee  of  $14,750.00  to  do  the  same  job.  Mr.  Turk  told  the  members 
of  the  Commission  that  Hofer  and  Davis  was  the  other  firm  contacted  that 
decided  not  to  submit  a bid. 

Mr.  Weinraub  inquired  as  to  the  price  difference  in  the  two  (2)  proposal 
received . 

Mr.  Turk  stated  that  there  is  quite  a difference.  He  informed  the 
Commissioners  that  Mr.  Leas  feels  that  Coil  § Dickmeyer,  Inc.,  is  very 
capable  of  doing  the  work.  He  mentioned  that  both  bidders  received 
the  same  amount  of  work  and  specifications. 

Mr.  Weinraub  was  willing  to  accept  Mr.  Leas'  recommendation. 

Mrs.  Stith  felt  the  Commission  should  review  the  job  with  Z.  K.  Tazian 
Associates,  Inc.,  first  to  determine  the  difference  in  price. 

Mr.  Weinraub  stated  that  Mr.  Leas  was  hired  by  the  Commission  as  a 
consultant  and  that  he  felt  the  Commission  should  go  along  with  his 
recommendation . 

Mr.  Turk  told  the  Commissioners  that  Mr.  Leas  has  reviewed  this 
matter  thoroughly  with  him  and  James  Associates,  and  that  he  felt 
a resolution  should  be  drawn  up  approving  Coil  § Dickmeyer,  Inc. 

Mr.  Robert  W.  Hutner  moved  the  approval  of  Coil  § Dickmeyer,  Inc.  to 
do  the  survey  work  and  stated  that  a resolution  and  contract  should 
be  drawn  up.  Mrs.  Hana  L.  Stith  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll 
call,  the  motion  carried  unanimously. 
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Hanna-Creighton  Listing  Contract 


Mr.  Turk  related  that  the  Hanna-Creighton  Listing  Contract  with  A1 
Zacher  will  expire  shortly.  He  referred  to  a letter  dated  February  10, 
1978  from  Mr.  Zacher  requesting  that  the  Commission  renew  his  Contract. 
Mr.  Turk  told  the  Commission  members  that  this  would  be  up  for 
consideration  at  the  next  Commission  meeting. 


Staff  Position  Change 

Mr.  Turk  explained  to  the  Commission  members  that  he  would  like  to  have 
the  staff  position  of  Urban  Planner  changed  to  Deputy  Director  because 
the  position  is  not  descriptive  enough  of  the  job.  He  related  that  a 
new  description  has  been  prepared  and  has  been  placed  in  the  members' 
packages.  He  recommended  that  the  Commission  give  him  authorization 
to  obtain  funds  and  get  approval  of  the  position  change  through  City 
Council . 

Mr.  Weinraub  asked  if  this  position  was  funded  in  the  budget  at  the 
present  time . 

Mr.  Turk  responded  negatively  and  explained  that  he  would  have  to 
obtain  the  position  through  an  amendment  to  the  salary  ordinance. 

Mr.  Robert  W.  Hutner  moved  for  approval  to  proceed  with  the  process  to 
change  the  Urban  Planner  position  to  Deputy  Director.  Mrs.  Hana  L. 
Stith  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion  carried 
unanimous ly . 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  Robert  W.  Hutner  moved  for  adjournment,  and  Mrs.  Hana  L.  Stith 
seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion  carried  unanimously. 
The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  9:17  P.M. 


Respectfully  submitted, 


Robert  W.  Hutnery  Secretary 
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MINUTES  OP  PUBLIC  HEARING 


DATE : February  13,  1978,  7:00  P.M. 

PLACE:  Board  of  Works  Hearing  Room,  9th  Floor,  City-County  Building 

One  Main  Street,  Fort  Wayne,  Indiana 


MEMBERS  PRESENT : 


MEMBERS  ABSENT : 


Leonard  M.  Weinraub,  President 
Hana  L.  Stith,  Vice-President 
Robert  W.  Hutner,  Secretary 

Henry  F.  Rood 
John  L.  Andreas 


STAFF  PRESENT : 


OTHERS  PRESENT : 


Robert  P.  Turk,  Executive  Director 
Julia  A.  Zickgraf 
Mary  Beth  Young 

Richard  D.  Robinson,  Attorney 
Don  George,  Perfection  Biscuit 
M.  Robert  Benson,  Attorney 
Ronald  L.  Sowers,  Attorney 
Sylvia  Smith,  Journal-Gazette 
John  Perlman,  News -Sentinel 
Conrad  Jankowski,  Jankowski  Assoc. 
Galen  Lehman,  Wagner  Electric 
Six  other  people 


The  President  called  the  public  hearing  to  order  at  8:35>  P.M. 


Mr.  Weinraub  explained  that  this  is  a public  hearing  of  the  Fort 
Wayne  Redevelopment  Commission  to  hear  and  receive  comments  regarding 
Declaratory  Resolution  No.  78  —Ip  which  designates  certain  parcels  of 
real  estate  in  the  City  of  Fort  Wayne  as  urban  development  areas  for 
purposes  of  Public  Law  No.  69,  as  enacted  by  the  1977  General 
Assembly.  He  stated  that  a legal  notice  was  published  in  the  Fort 
Wayne  Journal -Gazette  and  News -Sentinel  on  January  2lj.th  and  January 
31st.  Mr.  Weinraub  related  that  the  Commission  will  provide  an 
opportunity  tonight  for  all  persons  and  organizations  wishing  to 
express  their  views  with  respect  to  the  designation  of  certain  areas 
described  in  Declaratory  Resolution  No.  78  —ip  as  urban  development 
areas.  He  also  stated  that  anyone  wishing  to  file  a written  remon- 
strance or  objection  do  so  during  tonight  s hearing.  Mr.  Weinraub 
remarked  that  all  statements  should  be  brief  and  to  the  point,  and 
that  each  speaker  should  come  forward  and  give  their  name,  address, 
and/or  organization.  Mr.  Weinraub  requested  that  all  people  wishing 
to  make  a statement  against  the  resolution  do  so  at  this  time. 

There  was  no  response. 

Mr.  Weinraub  asked  if  there  was  anyone  that  wanted  to  speak  for  the 
resolution. 

There  was  also  no  reply. 

Mr.  Galen  Lehman,  President  of  Wagner  Electric  inquired  as  to  what 
properties  or  groups  Resolution  No.  78-8  pertains  to. 

Mr.  Turk  explained  that  Resolution  No.  78-8  refers  to  the  expansion 
proposal  of  Perfection  Biscuit  Company,  the  proposal  for  Summit  Square 
Office  Tower,  and  a light  industrial  plan  which  has  been  proposed 
in  a Hanna-Creighton  parcel  along  Wallace  Street  by  Rems  Corporation. 

Mr.  Lehman  wanted  to  know  more  about  Rems  Corporation  getting  a tax 
break. 


Mr.  Weinraub  went  over  the  proposal  of  Rems  Corporation  for  Mr 

Lehman . 


Mr.  Lehman  questioned  if  there  was  a minimum  as  to  size. 

Mr.  Weinraub  related  that  there  was  no  minimum  as  to  size  or  area. 

Mr.  Lehman  stated  that  his  property  is  on  North  Clinton  Street  now, 
and  wondered  if  Resolution  No.  78-8  relating  to  Public  Law  No.  69 
would  pertain  to  him. 

Mr.  Weinraub  informed  Mr.  Lehman  that  he  would  have  to  be  located  in 
or  near  a Redevelopment  project  area,  and  then  Public  Law  No.  69 
would  relate  to  his  property. 

Mr.  Lehman  thanked  the  Commissioners  for  answering  his  questions. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Since  there  were  no  further  questions,  the  public  hearing  ended  at 
8:1+3  P.M. 


Respectfully  submitted. 
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MINUTES  OP  SPECIAL  MEETING 


DATE:  January  17,  1978,  7:30  P.M. 

PLACE:  Board  of  Works  Hearing  Room,  9th  Floor,  City-County  Building, 

One  Main  Street,  Port  Wayne,  Indiana 


MEMBERS  PRESENT: 


MEMBERS  ABSENT : 


STAFF  PRESENT: 


OTHERS  PRESENT: 


Leonard  M.  Weinraub,  President 
Robert  W.  Hutner,  Secretary 
Henry  F.  Rood 
John  L.  Andreas 

Hana  L.  Stith,  Vice-President 

Robert  P.  Turk,  Executive  Director 
Mary  Beth  Young 

Richard  D.  Robinson,  Attorney 
John  Perlman,  News-Sentinel 
Ken  Bradford,  Journal-Gazette 
Bill  Fisher,  W0W0 
Dick  Herren,  Contech 
Tony  Vignieri,  WANE-TV 
Dave  Ford,  Z.K.  Tazian  & Associate 
Dick  Stumpf,  Comm.  Dev.  & Plan. 
Dave  Smith,  WMEE 
Ronald  L.  Bonar,  Engineer 
Five  other  persons  were  present 

The  President  called  the  meeting  to  order  at  7:32  P.M. 

The  Secretary  noted  that  all  members  were  present  except  for  Mrs.  Stith 


APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES 


Mr.  Robert  W.  Hutner  moved  the  approval  of  the  minutes  of  the  Regular 
Meeting  of  December  12,  1977,  and  Mr.  John  L.  Andreas  seconded  the 
motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion  carried  unanimously. 

Mr.  Robert  W.  Hutner  moved  the  approval  of  the  minutes  of  the  Annual 
Meeting  of  January  3,  1978,  and  Mr.  Henry  F.  Rood  seconded  the  motion. 
Upon  roll  call,  the  motion  carried  unanimously. 


VOUCHERS 


After  reviewing  the  vouchers  paid  in  December,  1977,  Mr.  .Robert  Hutner 
moved  for  approval,  and  Mr.  John  L.  Andreas  seconded  the  motion.  Upon 
roll  call,  the  motion  carried  unanimously. 

Rothberg,  Gallmeyer,  Fruechtenicht  & Logan  $[+.,308  .50 

Mr.  Weinraub  informed  the  other  Commission  members  that  the  legal 
bill  for  $14., 308.^0  from  Rothberg,  Gallmeyer,  Fruechtenicht  & Logan 
related  to  Dr.  Salk's  property  in  the  Civic  Center  Renewal  Project  and 
the  court  proceedings . 

Mr.  Rood  stated  that  he  thought  the  legal  firm  did  an  excellent  job 
in  handling  the  matter  and  moved  for  approval  of  the  bill.  Mr.  John  L. 
Andreas  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion  carried 
unanimously* 


OLD  BUSINESS 


RESOLUTION  NO.  77-51+  - Resolution  Selecting  An  Engineering  Firm  For 
Site  Improvements  On  West  Main,  Ewing,  And  West  Berry  Streets  Of  Block 
II,  West  Main  Street  Renewal  Project 

Mr.  Turk  reported  that  Resolution  No.  77-51+  refers  to  the  improvement 
of  the  sidewalks  and  curbs  in  Block  II  of  the  West  Main  Street  Renewal 
Project.  He  stated  that  he  received  proposals  from  three  (3)  engin- 
eering firms  - Contech,  Ronald  L.  Bonar  & Associates,  and  Philip  L. 
Schnelker,  Inc.  Mr.  Turk  related  that  the  Commission's  staff  has 
reviewed  the  proposals  and  recommends  Ronald  L.  Bonar  & Associates.  He 
explained  that  the  proposal  contains  all  the  work  required  and  that  the 
fee  appears  to  be  very  reasonable  at  $500.00. 

Mr.  Rood  inquired  if  Ronald.  L.  Bonar  & Associates  was  being  recommended 
because  of  his  low  fee  or  if  his  proposal  was  more  extensive. 

Mr.  Turk  explained  that  Ronald  L.  Bonar  & Associates  does  have  the 
lowest  proposal,  but  that  was  not  the  basis  for  his  recommendation. 

Mr.  Henry  F.  Rood  moved  for  adoption  of  Resolution  No.  77 -51+»  and 
Mr.  Robert  W.  Hutner  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion 
carried  unanimously. 


Presentation  by  Architect  for  Landing  Improvements 

Mr.  Turk  reiterated  that  several  months  ago  the  Commission  had  given 
the  staff  the  go-ahead  to  begin  design  work,  in  conjunction  with  the 
Department  of  Community  Development  and  Planning,  to  prepare  a plan 
for  improvements  on  the  Landing  area.  Mr.  Turk  stated  that  the  engin- 
eering and  architectural  design  work  has  been  completed  in-house.  He 
told  the  Commissioners  that  Dave  Snyder  was  hired  for  the  structural 
engineering  work.  Mr.  Turk  stated  that  at  this  time  he  would  like  to 
present  the  Commissioners  with  the  final  design  plan,  and  that  the 
cost  estimates  and  agreement  between  the  Commission  and  the  Board  of 
Works  will  be  prepared  by  our  attorney,  Dick  Robinson.  Mr.  Turk 
requested  a go-ahead  from  the  Commissioners  on  the  basis  of  the 
maximum  of  $100,000.  He  informed  the  members  of  the  Commission  that 
the  amount  appropriated  in  the  budget  during  1977  was  $100,000.  Mr. 

Turk  related  that  the  Board  of  Works  notified  the  property  owners  on 
the  Landing  that  the  sidewalks  required  repair  and  that  it  seemed  like 
the  time  to  go  ahead  with  the  program.  This  design  will  cost  property 
owners  no  more  than  for  standard  sidewalks.  Mr.  Turk  told  the  Commission 
members  that  the  Board  of  Works  will  hold  a public  hearing  later  this 
month  and  that  Barrett  bonding  will  be  used.  He  reported  that  the 
Commission’s  share  will  be  approximately  $100,000.  Mr.  Turk  asked 
Dick  Stumpf  from  the  Department  of  Community  Development  and  Planning 
to  present  the  Commissioners  with  the  design  approach  and  answer  any 
questions  they  may  have. 

Mr.  Stumpf  explained  that  this  related  to  the  one  block  streetscape 
on  Columbia  Street  and  that  the  design  would  go  with  the  Redevelopment 
Plan  for  downtown.  He  related  that  there  was  a need  for  structural 
improvements  and  that  some  existing  items  such  as  trees  would  be  used. 

Mr.  Stumpf  stated  that  their  pattern  is  to  design  the  activity  areas 
and  hopefully  encourage  additional  development.  He  said  that  the 
street  maintained  a one-way  west  with  the  entrance  and  exit  allowing 
a II4.  ft.  traffic  lane  with  a pull-off  lane  for  the  Welfare  Building. 

Mr.  Stumpf  reported  that  there  would  be  a parking  lane  for  the  west 
end  of  the  block. 
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Mr.  Stumpf  told  the  Commission  members  that  there  would  be  parking 
allowed  on  the  south  side  of  the  block.  He  related  that  they  want  to 
encourage  additional  development  plus  encourage  businesses  already 
there.  Mr.  Stumpf  explained  that  the  lighting  system  will  be  changed 
from  the  gas  one  that  is  already  there.  He  said  that  overhead  mercury 
vapor  lights  are  being  used  at  the  present  time  and  that  another  light 
has  been  proposed  by  the  Street  Department  which  will  eventually  lead 
to  elec, trie  lighting.  Mr.  Stumpf  related  that  the  street  will  be 
slightly  narrowed. 

Mr.  Weinraub  mentioned  the  fact  that  he  has  noticed  several  loose 
bricks . 

Mr.  Stumpf  responded  that  the  bricks  were  never  properly  laid  and  that 
they  will  be  laid  in  on  a concrete  base  and  made  permanent. 

Mr.  Weinraub  asked  if  the  staff  would  be  reviewing  the  specifications. 

Mr.  Turk  answered  that  the  staff  has  reviewed  them. 

Mr.  Rood  wondered  if  there  were  any  trees  on  the  present  location. 

Mr.  Stumpf  explained  that  the  model  has  trees  on  location.  He  said 
it  has  been  determined  that  five  (5)  trees  would  remain  and  seven  (?) 
will  be  replaced. 

Mr.  Rood  inquired  if  there  was  any  reason  why  this  project  should  or 
should  not  tie  into  the  Calhoun  Street  beautification. 

Mr.  Turk  explained  that  the  issue  at  this  time  is  the  ability  to  go 
ahead  with  the  Board  of  Works  on  the  Columbia  Street  project.  He 
related  that  he  felt  the  design  the  Department  of  Community  Development 
and  Planning  has  developed  will  work  out  quite  well.  Mr.  Turk  informed 
the  Commissioners  that  the  Semi -Mall  Project  proceeds  up  Calhoun  Street 
and  stated  that  he  does  not  foresee  any  problems  relating  to  the  Semi- 
Mall  and  the  Landing  designs. 


RESOLUTION  NO . 78-1  - Resolution  Approving  An  Agreement  By  And  Between 
Fort  Wayne  Redevelopment  Commission  And  The  Board  Of  Public  Works  For 
Landing  Improvements 

Mr.  Turk  told  the  members  of  the  Commission  that  Resolution  No.  78-1 
would  permit  the  Commission  to  execute  an  agreement  with  the  Board  of 
Works  for  the  Landing  improvements.  He  explained  that  the  Commission 
is  responsible  for  $100,000  of  the  improvements,  and  that  the  property 
owners  will  be  assessed  for  the  balance f approximat ely  a one-third  share. 

Mr.  Rood  questioned  if  the  monies  were  available  for  this  in  the 
Commission  budget. 

Mr.  Turk  assured  the  Commissioners  that  funds  for  this  project  were 
encumbered  from  the  1977  budgeted  amount. 

Mr.  Andreas  asked  if  the  lighting  would  be  the  same  as  in  Freimann  Park. 

Mr.  Stumpf  explained  that  they  considered  the  Landing  a historical 
district  and  the  lighting  has  been  chosen  from  an  1880  setting.  He 
told  the  Commissioners  that  new  fixtures  would  be  placed  upon  the  old 
bases . 

Mr.  Weinraub  inquired  as  to  the  total  cost  involved. 

Mr.  Turk  responded  that  the  figure  would  be  just  under  $150,000. 

Mr.  Andreas  asked  Mr.  Turk  how  he  felt  about  the  lighting  fixtures  that 
have  been  chosen. 
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Mr.  Turk  said  he  was  comfortable  with  the  lighting  that  has  been 
selected.  He  told  the  Commissioners  that  Carl  O’Neal,  the  Street 
Lighting  Administrator  together  with  the  Commission  Staff  and  Mr. 

Stuinpf,  selected  a lighting  system  that  would  be  aesthetically  and 
functionally  acceptable. 

Mr.  Rood  inquired  as  to  the  color  of  the  lights. 

Mr.  Turk  explained  that  they  had  to  meet  certain  City  standards  on 
the  lighting.  He  told  the  members  of  the  Commission  that  they  would 
have  lost  the  ability  to  have  service  if  gas  was  used.  Mr.  Turk  also 
informed  the  Commissioners  that  the  present  lighting  is  not  up  to  City 
standards.  He  related  that  the  color  of  the  lighting  could  possibly 
be  changed,  if  there  was  a problem  with  it. 

Mr.  Weinraub  noted  that  the  Commission  is  only  responsible  for  $100,000, 
as  stated  in  the  Agreement. 

Mr.  John  L.  Andreas  moved  the  approval  of  Resolution  No.  ?8-l. 

Mr.  Rood  questioned  the  approximate  amount  that  would  be  spent  for  one 
block  of  Calhoun  Street. 

Mr.  Turk  reported  that  $1,000,000  has  been  programmed  for  construction 
for  twelve  (12)  to  fourteen  (II4.)  blocks  on  Calhoun  and  Wayne  Streets. 

He  added  that  costs  for  individual  blocks  will  no  doubt  vary. 

Mr.  Hutner  wondered  if  there  was  any  type  of  a breakdown  of  the  cost 
estimate  that  was  prepared  by  the  City  Engineering  Department. 

The  Commissioners  raised  several  questions  concerning  the  cost  amount 
involved. 

Mr.  Hutner  asked  Mr.  Turk  if  he  was  comfortable  with  the  cost  amount. 

Mr.  Turk  replied  that  he  could  not  see  any  other  way  of  going  about  it 
because  of  the  need  to  reconstruct  Columbia  Street  itself,  including 
drainage . 

Mr.  Hutner  wondered  if  there  was  any  off-street  parking  planned  for  the 
attorney’s  offices. 

Mr.  Turk  answered  negatively. 

Mr.  Rood  said  he  felt  the  parking  would  be  very  limited  on  Columbia 
Street . 

Mr.  Turk  related  that  the  question  is  how  long  you  would  be  permitted 
to  park.  He  told  the  Commission  members  that  this  has  been  reviewed 
thoroughly  with  the  Traffic  Engineer. 

Mr.  Robert  W.  Hutner  seconded  the  motion,  provided  Mr.  Turk  was 
comfortable  with  the  figure.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion  carried  unani- 
mously . 


RESOLUTION  NO.  78-2  - Resolution  Selecting  A Consulting  Engineer  For  The 
Redevelopment  Commission 

Mr.  Weinraub  informed  the  other  members  of  the  Commission  that  since 
I|.:00  P.M.  this  afternoon  Mr.  Turk  and  he  had  interviewed  four  (l\.) 
consulting  engineers  --  Contech,  Ronald  L.  Bonar  & Associates,  Robert 
L.  Leas,  and  D.  M.  Snyder  & Associates.  Mr.  Weinraub  related  that  all 
four  (1^.)  engineers  are  qualified  and  very  professional.  He  stated 
that  he  would  recommend  all  four  (I4.)  very  highly.  Mr.  Weinraub 
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recommended  Mr.  Leas  to  the  other  members  stating  that  it  was  felt  he 
would  serve  the  need  as  a consulting  engineer  for  the  Redevelopment 
Commission. 

Mr.  Turk  referred  the  Commissioners  to  the  last  Commission  meeting  when 
the  hiring  of  a consulting  engineer  was  discussed.  He  related  that 
many  other  cities  have  chosen  to  have  a staff  engineer;  however,  in 
this  case,  he  felt  it  is  not  warranted  at  this  time.  Mr.  Turk  explained 
that  he  felt  putting  a consulting  engineer  on  a retainer  would  serve 
as  a staff  engineer. 

Mr.  Weinraub  reported  that  all  four  (I4.)  firms  basically  have  the  same  hour 
ly  fee. 

Mr.  Turk  explained  that  he  requested  an  hourly  fee  because  he  said 
it  was  not  sure  when  he  would  be  needed  and  for  how  long. 

Mr.  Henry  P.  Rood  moved  the  adoption  of  Resolution  No.  78-2  and  the 
selection  of  Mr.  Robert  L,  Leas  as  consulting  engineer  based  upon 
Mr.  Weinraub 5 s and  Mr.  Turk’s  recommendations^  Mr.  John  L.  Andreas 
seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion  carried  unanimously. 


RESOLUTION  NO.  78-3  - Resolution  Accepting  The  Offer  And  Proposal  Of 
Jack  Romanoff,  Jr.  For  The  Purchase  Of  Disposition  Parcel  l£  With  The 
Exception  Of  The  East  five  (5)  Feet  Thereof  In  The  Hanna- Creighton 
Urban  Renewal  Project  (IND.  R-j?l)  And  Authorizing  The  Execution  Of 
A Contract  For  Sale  Of  Land 

Mr.  Turk  reminded  the  Commission  members  that  several  months  ago, 
representatives  were  here  explaining  the  type  of  operation  they  plan 
on  building. 

Mr.  Weinraub  reiterated  the  incident  when  Mr.  Romanoff  was  present. 

Mr.  Rood  wondered  if  there  was  any  problem  with  that  five  (£)  feet  of 
land . 

Mr.  Turk  responded  that  he  thought  the  five  (5)  feet  was  part  of  what  was 
committed  to  another  developer.  He  stated  there  would  not  be  a five  (£) 
foot  wide  parcel. 

Mr.  Rood  questioned  as  to  how  many  properties  are  left. 

Mr.  Turk  stated  that  there  are  about  one  dozen  remaining. 

Mr.  Hutner  asked  if  the  proper  forms  have  been  submitted  to  HUD. 

Mr.  Turk  responded  affirmatively. 

Mr.  Henry  F.  Rood  moved  the  acceptance  of  Resolution  No.  78-3,  and 
Mr.  Robert  W.  Hutner  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion 
carried  unanimously. 


RESOLUTION  NO.  78-1;  - Resolution  Adopting  Procedures  Of  Fort  Wayne 
Redevelopment  Commission  Pursuant  To  Public  Law  69  For  Redevelopment 
And  Rehabilitation  Of  Real  Property  In  Redevelopment  Areas 

Mr.  Robinson  told  the  Commission  members  that  Resolution  No.  78-I4. 
is  in  response  to  the  law  recently  passed  by  the  General  Assembly,  which 
allows  a partial  abatement,  over  a five  (£)  year  period,  of  property 
taxes  attributable  to  redevelopment  activities  in  urban  development 
areas.  Mr.  Robinson  related  that  Redevelopment  Commissions  are  authorized 
and  empowered  to  designate  urban  development  areas.  He  explained  that 
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Resolution  No.  78-4-  is  being  presented  to  the  Commission  for  considera- 
tion in  response  to  inquiries  that  have  been  made  by  several  land 
owners.  Mr.  Robinson  stated  that  this  would  be  effective  only  to  the 
projects  which  have  been  described. 

Mr.  Robinson  reviewed  the  controls  and  rules  of  the  Law. 

The  Commissioners  discussed  the  five  (5)  to  ten  (10)  year  period. 

Mr.  Robinson  noted  that  Public  Law  No.  69  requires  the  Commission  to 
act  in  the  same  way^as  the  Redevelopment  of  Cities  & Towns  Act  of 
195>3»  He  stated  that  a public  notice  would  be  required  for  the  holding 
of  a public  hearing  and  then  a public  hearing  held. 

Mr.  Rood  inquired  if  this  Resolution  pertains  to  areas  that  already  lie 
within  Redevelopment  project  areas. 

Mr.  Robinson  replied  affirmatively.  He  explained  that  one  of  the 
parcels  lies  within  a Redevelopment  area  and  the  other  two  are  on  the 
outskirts . 

Motion  was  made  and  seconded  for  adoption  of  Resolution  No.  78  — 14. , and 
upon  roll  call,  passed  unanimously. 


RESOLUTION  NO.  78-5  - Resolution  Authorizing  Implementat inn  Of 
Procedures  With  Regard  To  Public  Law  No.  69 

Mr.  Robinson  explained  to  the  Commission  members  that  the  Commission 
staff  felt  procedures  should  be  adopted  regarding  Public  Law  No.  69. 

He  told  the  Commissioners  Declaratory  Resolution  78-5  administers  the 
Commission’s  responsibility  procedures  discharged  by  the  staff  ac- 
cording to  Public  Law  No.  69.  Mr.  Robinson  related  that  the  tax; 
abatement  resolution  refers  to  three  (3)  parcels  --  Rems  Corporation, 
I&M/peoples , and  Perfection  Biscuit  Co. 

Mr.  Rood  questioned  if  each  tax  abatement  inquiry  would  be  handled 
individually . 

Mr.  Robinson  answered  affirmatively.  He  added  that  they  could  be 
handled  whenever  it  would  seem  to  be  most  efficient  for  the  Commissioners. 
Mr.  Robinson  said  he  felt  it  would  be  wise  to  adopt  a policy  stating 
how  these  matters  will  be  handled. 

Mr.  John  L.  Andreas  moved  the  adoption  of  Resolution  No.  78 -5 , and 
Mr.  Robert  W.  Hutner  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion 
carried  unanimously. 


Presentation  By  Z . K.  Tazian  Associates  On  Plans  And  Specifications 
For  Sanitary  Sewer  Extension,  Edsall  House,  West  Main  Street  Renewal 
Project 


Mr.  Turk  introduced  Dave  Ford,  an  engineer  with  Z,  K.  Tazian  Associates 
to  the  members  of  the  Commission.  He  recalled  to  the  Commissioners 
that  their  approval  of  Z.  K.  Tazian  & Associates  and  of  their  request 
that  Tazian  give  a presentation  to  the  Commissioners  before  bidding  on 
the  job. 

Mr.  Ford  passed  out  the  sets  of  plans  showing  what  the  job  will  look 
like.  He  told  the  Commissioners  that  the  plans  have  been  submitted 
to  the  Water  Pollution  Control  Department  and  other  proper  depart- 
ments and  they  have  also  been  submitted  to  the  State  Board  of  Health, 
but  that  he  is  still  waiting  to  hear  from  them.  He  referred  to  a 
Maiden  Lane  man-hole  which  was  extended  to  service  the  Senior  Citizen 
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Center  and  stated  they  will  be  tapping  into  it.  Mr.  Ford  reported 
that  they  will  also  be  installing  a new  man-hole  past  Webster  Street 
and  coming  into  the  right-of-way  line  on  their  property. 

Mr.  Weinraub  stated  that  the  developer  of  the  Edsall  House  will  take 
it  from  here  and  that  the  Commission  is  not  responsible  for  that. 

Mr.  Ford  replied  that  this  was  correct. 

Mr.  Rood  questioned  the  depth  of  the  hole. 

Mr.  Ford  said  it  would  be  roughly  six  (6)  feet  deep.  He  added  that 
the  required  depth  is  only  four  (I4.)  feet. 

Mr.  Rood  wondered  why  this  would  be  dug  in  the  middle  of  the  street. 

Mr.  Weinraub  explained  that  it  would  be  less  expensive  to  go  down 
the  middle  of  the  street  instead  of  going  down  the  sidewalks,  etc., 
and  tearing  them  up. 

Mr.  Rood  asked  Mr.  Ford  if  he  has  a cost  estimate. 

Mr.  Ford  stated  that  he  did  not  have  one  worked  up  as  yet. 

Mr.  Turk  inquired  when  a cost  estimate  could  be  figured  and  ready 
to  go  to  bid. 

Mr.  Ford  said  he  would  have  one  by  the  end  of  the  week. 

Mr.  Andreas  questioned  as  to  when  this  project  has  to  be  completed. 

Mr.  Turk  said  he  thought  they  would  try  to  do  the  work  this  spring. 

Mr.  Ford  related  they  are  shooting  for  a completion  date  of  April  1, 
1978. 

The  Commissioners  felt  this  work  should  be  done  in  better  weather 
and  the  cost  would  be  lower,  they  added. 

Mr.  Ford  said  they  were  looking  toward  March. 


RESOLUTION  NO.  78-6  - Resolution  Approving  Plans  And  Specifications 
For  Sanitary  Sewer  Extension  And  Authorizing  The  Executive  Director 
To  Authorize  For  And  Receive  Bids  From  Contractors 

Mr.  Robert  W.  Hutner  moved  the  approval  of  Resolution  No.  78-6,  and 
Mr.  John  L.  Andreas  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion 
carried  unanimously. 


Request  From  Park  Board  For  Park  Benches  - Senior  Citizen  Center 


Mr.  Weinraub  read  a letter  dated  January  1978  from  Stephen  E. 
Bangert,  Director  of  the  Senior  Citizens’  Center  requesting  that  the 
Redevelopment  Commission  pay  for  fifteen  (15>)  benches,  to  be  installed 
in  the  Senior  Citizen  Plaza. 

Mr.  Rood  asked  if  there  had  been  a dedication  ceremony  at  the  Senior 
Citizen  Center. 

Mr.  Turk  replied  negatively. 

Mr.  Weinraub  felt  it  should  be  documented  by  letter  to  hold  a 
dedication  ceremony. 
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Mr.  Turk  also  felt  that  should  he  done. 


Mr.  Weinraub  stated  that  the  Commission  does  have  the  money  available 
for  the  $11,02^.00  total  cost. 

Mr.  John  L.  Andreas  moved  for  approval  of  the  payment  of  the  park 
benches.  Mr.  Henry  P.  Rood  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the 
motion  carried  unanimously. 

Mr.  Rood  asked  if  the  Senior  Citizen  Center  is  in  full  use  now. 

Mr.  Turk  replied  that  it  is.  He  told  the  Commission  members  that 
there  are  several  activities  going  on  and  that  they  have  some  very 
active  programs.  Mr.  Turk  said  he  would  inquire  as  to  a dedication 
ceremony. 

The  Commissioners  felt  they  should  be  included  in  the  dedication 
ceremony . 

OTHER  BUSINESS 

Mr.  Weinraub  referred  to  the  Annual  Report  to  the  Mayor  and  stated 
the  staff  did  a very  good  job.  He  said  he  felt  a copy  of  the  report 
should  be  sent  to  the  President  of  City  Council  and  all  council 
members . 

Mr.  Turk  informed  the  members  of  the  Commission  that  toward  the  end 
of  last  week,  Brian  Collins  submitted  his  resignation.  Mr.  Turk 
stated  that  he  would  like  to  make  a special  note  that  he  wished 
Mr.  Collins  had  not  made  the  decision  to  leave  because  he  has  been 
of  such  great  help  to  him.  Mr.  Turk  requested  that  a resolution 
be  drawn  up  giving  his  regrets,  and  complimenting  him  on  the  fine  job 
he  has  done  for  the  Commission. 

Mr.  Robert  W.  Hutner  moved  that  a resolution  be  drawn  up  acknowledging 
Brian  Collins'  service  with  the  Commission.  Mr.  John  L.  Andreas 
seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion  carried  unanimously. 

Mr.  Turk  asked  for  authorization  from  the  Commissioners  to  go  ahead 
and  obtain  other  applications  to  fill  Mr.  Collins'  position. 

Mr.  John  L.  Andreas  moved  for  approval  of  the  authorization  to  obtain 
applications  to  fill  Mr.  Collins'  position,  and  Mr.  Henry  P.  Rood 
seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion  carried  unanimously. 


ADJOURNMENT 

The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  8:55  P.M. 


Respectfully  submitted. 
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MINUTES  OF  ANNUAL  MEETING 


DATE:  January  3,  1978,  4:30  P.M. 

PLACE : Executive  Director's  Office,  Redevelopment  Commission,  Room  830, 

City-County  Building,  One  Main  Street,  Fort  Wayne,  Indiana 


MEMBERS  PRESENT: 


MEMBERS  ABSENT: 
STAFF  PRESENT: 


Hana  L.  Stith,  Vice  President 
Robert  W.  Hutner,  Secretary 
Henry  F.  Rood 
John  L.  Andreas 

Leonard  M.  Weinraub,  President 

Robert  P.  Turk,  Executive  Director 
Mary  Beth  Young 


The  oaths  of  office  were  administered  by  Mr.  Charles  W.  Westerman,  City 
Clerk,  to  the  Redevelopment  Commissioners  appointed  to  serve  for  1978 
at  4:30  P.M.  in  Room  122  of  the  City-County  Building. 

The  Vice  President  called  the  meeting  to  order  at  4:43  P.M.  and  requested 
the  Secretary  to  give  the  roll  call. 

Mr.  Hutner  reported  that  all  Commission  members  were  present  except  for 
Mr . Weinraub . 


ELECTION  OF  OFFICERS 

Mr.  Rood  inquired  if  Mr.  Weinraub  has  given  any  indication  of  his  desire 
to  continue  as  President  of  the  Commission. 

Mr.  Hutner  informed  the  other  members  that  Mr.  Weinraub  would  like  to 
carry  on  as  President. 

Mr.  Henry  F.  Rood  moved  that  the  same  officers  be  reappointed  for  the 
year  1978.  Mr.  John  L.  Andreas  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call, 
the  motion  carried  unanimously. 


OTHER  BUSINESS 


Mr.  Turk  stated  that  there  was  no  other  business  at  this  time  to  be 
brought  before  the  Commission. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr.  Robert  W.  Hutner  moved  for  adjournment,  and  Mr.  John  L.  Andreas 
seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion  carried  unanimously. 
The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  4:44  P.M. 


Respectfully  submitted. 


Secretary 
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MINUTES  OF  REGULAR  MEETING 


DATE:  December  12,  1977,  7:30  P.M. 

PLACE : Board  of  Works  Hearing  Room,  9th  Floor,  City-County  Building, 

One  Main  Street,  Fort  Wayne,  Indiana 


MEMBERS  PRESENT: 


MEMBERS  ABSENT: 


Leonard  M.  Weinraub,  President 
Hana  L.  Stith,  Vice  President 
Robert  W.  Hutner,  Secretary 
Henry  F.  Rood 
John  L.  Andreas 

None 


STAFF  PRESENT : Robert  P.  Turk,  Executive  Director 

Julia  A.  Zickgraf 
Brian  H.  Collins 
Mary  Beth  Young 

OTHERS  PRESENT:  Richard  D.  Robinson,  Attorney 

Dale  Payne,  Up  The  Street  Tavern 

Ken  Bradford,  Journal -Gaze tte 

John  Perlman,  News -Sent inel 

Dave  Smith,  WMEE 

Bill  Fisher,  WOWO 

Philip  Hodge,  James  Associates 

Jerome  J.  O’Dowd,  President  of  Trustees 

John  D.  Shoaff,  Vice  President  of 

Trus  tees 

Emily  Bedree,  Secretary  of  Trustees 


Mr.  Weinraub  called  the  meeting  to  order  at  7:55  P.M. 

Mr.  Hutner  noted  that  all  members  were  present  and  accounted  for. 

APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES 

Mr.  Robert  W.  Hutner  moved  the  approval  of  the  minutes  of  the  Regular 
Meeting  of  November  14,  1977,  and  Mr.  John  L.  Andreas  seconded  the 
motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion  carried  unanimously. 


VOUCHERS 


Mr.  Rood  inquired  if  there  was  anything  unusual  to  be  pointed  out  on 
the  voucher  sheets. 

Mr.  Turk  examined  the  sheets  and  responded  negatively. 

Mr.  Henry  F.  Rood  moved  for  approval  of  the  voucher  sheets,  and  Mr. 
Robert  W.  Hutner  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion 
carried  unanimously. 

Raymond,  Parish,  Pine  $ Weiner $5,000.00 


Mr.  Hutner  inquired  if  this  was  the  extension  of  their  contract  that 
was  previously  discussed. 

Mr.  Turk  answered  affirmatively. 


Mr.  Henry  F.  Rood  moved  the  approval  of  payment  of  $5,000  to  Raymond, 
Parish,  Pine  § Weiner,  and  Mrs.  Hana  L.  Stith  seconded  the  motion. 
Upon  roll  call,  the  motion  carried  unanimously. 


At  this  time,  the  President  adjourned  the  Regular  Meeting  for  the 
holding  of  an  Executive  Session.  The  Regular  Meeting  was  adjourned 
at  8:00  P.M. 

The  Regular  Meeting  resumed  at  8:30  P.M. 

Mr.  Weinraub  introduced  three  (3)  members  of  the  Fort  Wayne 
Redevelopment  Trustees  that  joined  the  meeting:  Jerome  O’ Dowd,  President; 

John  Shoaff,  Vice  President;  and  Emily  Bedree,  Secretary. 

Mr.  Weinraub  called  the  meeting  to  order  at  8:35  P.M. 


NEW  BUSINESS 

RESOLUTION  NO.  77-58  - Resolution  Authorizing  The  Executive  Director 
To  Offer  Acquisition  Prices  And  Execute  Agreements  To  Purchase  Real 
Estate  And  Acquire  Parcels  In  Blocks  I And  II  Of  The  Civic  Center 
Renewal  Project 

Mr.  Robert  W.  Hutner  moved  the  adoption  of  Resolution  No.  77-58,  and 
Mrs.  Hana  L.  Stith  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion 
carried  unanimously. 


RESOLUTION  NO.  77-64  - Resolution  Authorizing  The  Executive  Director 
To  Offer  An  Acquisition  Price  And  Execute  An  Agreement  To  Purchase  Real 
Estate  And  Acquire  One  Parcel  In  Block  III  Of  The  Civic  Center  Renewal 
Project 

Mr.  John  L.  Andreas  moved  the  approval  of  Resolution  No.  77-64,  and 
Mr.  Robert  W.  Hutner  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion 
carried  unanimously. 


Discussion  of  Replanning  West  Main  Street  Project  Amended 


Mr.  Turk  introduced  the  project  by  explaining  that  several  months  ago 
the  Commission  went  to  City  Council  with  two  urban  renewal  plans- -the 
Civic  Center  and  West  Main  Street  Amended- -in  draft  form.  He  related 
that  the  Commission  had  information  at  that  time  that  the  former  site 
of  the  Rosemarie  Hotel  was  about  to  be  purchased  by  a private  developer 
who  later  proposed  Rosemarie’s  Alley.  Mr.  Turk  stated  that  since  the 
whole  thrust  of  the  Commission's  program  is  to  encourage  private 
development,  it  was  felt  a hold  should  be  placed  on  the  urban  renewal 
plan  until  the  project  was  firm.  Mr.  Turk  told  the  Commissioners  that 
since  then  it  has  been  firmed  up  and  that  the  development  is  a fine 
one.  He  stated  he  hopes  to  have  some  copies  of  the  architect's 
renderings  shortly.  Since  that  time,  the  Commission  has  been  looking 
for  a way  to  preserve  the  widening  of  West  Main  Street  and  the 
production  of  a site  for  commercial  development  and  also  to  eliminate 
some  of  the  deteriorated  buildings  in  the  area.  Mr.  Turk  told  the 
Commission  members  that  Brian  Collins  would  now  review  with  them  the 
recommended  approach  the  staff  has  developed  and  explain  the  project 
on  the  west  side  of  Calhoun  Street  along  Main  Street. 

Mr.  Collins  showed  a Project  Boundary  Map  on  the  West  Main  Street 
Project  Amended  to  the  Commission  members  and  pointed  out  the 
original  site.  He  told  the  Commissioners  that  the  office  site  being 
proposed  lies  on  the  north  side  of  Main  Street  between  Calhoun  and 
Harrison  Streets.  Mr.  Collins  related  that  the  proposed  parking  site 
has  a good  relationship  to  the  City-County  Building,  the  Landing,  and 
Calhoun  Street.  He  referred  to  a Land  Acquisition  Plan  Map  and  pointed 


out  that  the  areas  in  yellow  should  be  acquired  by  the  Redevelopment 
Commission . 

Mr.  Weinraub  questioned  if  the  Commission  is  really  committed  to  this 
piece  of  property. 

Mr.  Turk  replied  that  the  presentation  tonight  is  not  a renewal  plan. 
He  explained  that  it  is  a sketch  plan,  and  Commission  approval  is 
needed  in  order  for  the  staff  to  move  ahead  and  explore  the  matter. 

Mr.  Collins  then  exhibited  the  Right-of-Way  Adjustment  Plan  Map  to 
the  Commissioners  showing  the  right-of-way  changes  that  would  have 
to  take  place.  He  referred  to  the  Up  The  Street  tavern  located  at 
the  corner  of  Maiden  Lane  and  Main  Street  and  related  that  the  staff 
is  looking  into  the  possibility  of  restoring  the  building.  He  noted 
that  the  alley  between  Harrison  and  Calhoun  Streets  would  be  vacated. 
Mr.  Collins  then  referred  the  Commission  members  to  the  Land  Use  Plan 
Map  showing  the  proposed  land  use  with  the  project  area. 

Mr.  Turk  stated  that  there  is  some  doubt  in  the  Commission  staff’s 
minds  that  at  some  point  new  development  would  be  forced  in  the  west. 
He  related  that  this  is  relatively  a small  scale  project  and  seemed  to 
fit  very  neatly  in  a small  package.  Mr.  Turk  told  the  Commission 
members  that  a judgment  has  to  be  made  as  to  whether  this  is  worth 
developing  into  an  urban  renewal  plan.  He  said  that  he  is  hoping  this 
would  provide  a better  environment  for  the  Landing  area  and  encourage 
buildings  in  the  private  market . 

Mr.  Rood  stated  that  he  likes  the  advantages  mentioned  in  widening 
Main  Street  and  getting  private  interest.  He  wondered  if  there  were 
enough  funds  to  do  this . 

Mr.  Turk  related  that  a portion  of  those  monies  would  have  to  be 
created.  He  added  that  the  additional  costs  versus  the  original 
project  involves  $1,000,000. 

Mr.  Rood  inquired  if  all  the  buildings  in  the  second  block  would  be 
torn  down. 

Mr.  Turk  responded  that  all  properties  would  be  demolished  with  the 
possible  exception  of  the  Up  The  Street  tavern. 

Mr.  Hutner  wondered  if  a source  of  funds  has  been  found. 

Mr.  Turk  explained  that  any  monies  left  over  in  the  West  Main  Street 
Bond  Issue  Street  Construction  Funds  could  be  used.  He  told  the 
members  of  the  Commission  that  it  appears  the  project  will  run  in 
excess  of  $1,000,000. 

Mr.  Hutner  asked  if  the  street  improvement  has  to  come  from  the 
Redevelopment  Commission. 

Mr.  Turk  replied  that  it  was  originally  to  be  taken  care  of  by  the 
City,  and  that  this  should  be  explored. 

Mr.  Rood  inquired  as  to  what  extent  the  Commission  is  committing 
themselves  to  the  parking  garage . 

Mr.  Turk  explained  that  the  Commission  has  no  legal  agreement  with 
the  County __nor  does  the  City.  He  said  the  Commission  has  no  basis 
to  claim  that  the  County  will  build  the  garage. 

Mr . Rood  asked  if  this  was  a means  of  renewing  the  parking  that  will 
be  lost. 


Mr.  Turk  explained  that  the  Commission  will  be  providing  a planned 
site  to  take  care  of  a portion  of  the  parking.  He  stated  that  for 
a time  it  may  be  at-grade  parking. 

Mr.  Rood  suggested  that  parking  meters  be  installed  to  help  pay  for 
the  parking. 

Mr.  Turk  assured  the  Commission  members  that  the  Commission  is  in  no 
way  committed  to  building  a parking  structure. 

Mr.  Weinraub  stated  that  the  proposed  developer  would  pay  something 
for  the  parking  and  that  the  office  complex  would  create  revenue  for 
the  parking. 

Mr.  Rood  inquired  if  the  developer  has  the  revenue  for  this  project. 

Mr.  Turk  told  the  Commissioners  that  at  this  point  the  developer  does 
not.  He  reminded  the  members  of  the  Commission  that  the  developer 
is  not  bound. 

Mr.  Hutner  stated  that  he  felt  this  project  should  be  pursued,  and  he 

moved  that  the  Commission  staff  proceed  and  obtain  more  information  to 

be  brought  back  to  the  Commissioners. 

Mr.  Andreas  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion  carried 
unanimously . 

Mrs.  Stith  stated  that  she  was  in  favor  of  looking  into  this  project  a 

little  more.  She  felt  it  was  not  the  Commission’s  job  to  widen  the 

street  and  that  revenue  sharing  funds  were  available  for  this . She 
questioned  if  the  Commission  was  planning  on  acquiring  anything  at 
this  time  on  this  project. 

Mr.  Turk  assured  the  Commissioners  that  the  staff  would  like  only  an 
approval  from  the  Commission  to  investigate  and  pursue  this  project. 


RESOLUTION  NO.  77-59  - Resolution  Authorizing  An  Amendment  To  Contracts 
With  Ronald  E.  Gettel  And  Lowell  K.  Griffin  For  Additional  Acquisition 
Appraisal  Services 

Mr.  Turk  related  that  each  appraiser  would  receive  $4,500  for  their 
services . 

Mr.  Henry  F.  Rood  moved  the  adoption  of  Resolution  No.  77-59,  and 
Mr.  Robert  W.  Hutner  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion 
carried  unanimously. 

RESOLUTION  NO ♦ 77-60  - Resolution  Approving  Amendment  No.  1 To  Contract 
For  Immovable  Appraisal  Services  By  And  Between  Fort  Wayne  Redevelopment 
Commission  And  Harry  S.  Cutmore  § Associates,  Inc. 

Mr.  Turk  remarked  that  Resolution  No.  77-60  approves  Amendment  No.  1 
to  Cutmore ’ s contract  which  requests  a proposal  for  relocation  estimates 
in  Block  III  of  the  Civic  Center  Project 

Mr.  Henry  F.  Rood  moved  the  approval  of  Resolution  No.  77-60,  and 
Mr.  John  L.  Andreas  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion 
carried  unanimously. 


RESOLUTION  NO.  77-61  - Resolution  Authorizing  The  President  And 
Secretary  To  Execute  A Contract  With  James  Associates 


Mr.  Rood  inquired  as  to  the  type  of  contract  the  Commission  is 
entering  into  with  James  Associates. 

Mr.  Turk  related  that  the  Commission's  attorney  is  still  reviewing 
the  contract  at  this  time . He  noted  that  Phil  Hodge  from  James 
Associates  is  present  this  evening.  He  explained  that  the  contract, 
as  submitted,  calls  for  $1,000,000  scope  of  services.  Mr.  Turk  stated 
that  a fee  has  been  negotiated  for  $87,500  at  8-3/4%,  or  10%,  whichever 
is  less  for  the  total  job. 

Mr.  Rood  asked  if  this  would  include  all  of  the  blocks  in  the  project. 

Mr.  Turk  responded  affirmatively.  He  added  that  there  are  fifteen  (15) 
blocks  approximately  outlined. 

Mrs.  Hana  L.  Stith  moved  the  approval  of  Resolution  No.  77-61,  and 
Mr.  Henry  F.  Rood  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion 
carried  unanimously. 


RESOLUTION  NO.  77-62  - Resolution  Approving  A Change  Order  To  The 
Contract  For  Engineering  Services  With  D.  M.  Snyder  § Associates 

Mr.  Weinraub  stated  that  this  refers  to  the  sidewalk  and  street 
improvements  on  the  Landing. 

Mr.  Turk  told  the  Commission  members  that  the  Board  of  Works,  City 
Engineering  Department,  the  Department  of  Community  Development  § 

Planning,  and  the  Redevelopment  Commission  have  been  attempting  to 
develop  an  architectural  and  engineering  solution  for  fixing  up  public 
right-of-ways  along  the  Landing.  He  explained  that  structural  engineering 
services  would  be  required  and  that  this  change  order  is  for  $200.00 
to  cover  that  additional  work. 

Mr.  Henry  F.  Rood  moved  the  adoption  of  Resolution  No.  77-62,  and 
Mr.  Robert  W.  Hutner  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion 
carried  unanimously. 


RESOLUTION  NO.  77-63  - Resolution  Approving  Agreement  By  And  Between 
Fort  Wayne  Redevelopment  Commission  And  Mid  Town  Development  Corporation 

Mr.  Robinson  explained  to  the  Commission  members  that  this  Agreement 
would  allow  the  Redevelopment  Commission  to  go  ahead  with  the  West 
Main  Street  Project.  He  said  the  Agreement  is  only  a cooperation 
agreement  which  simply  acknowledges  both  parties'  interest  in  this 
area  and  that  they  wish  to  cooperate  with  one  another.  Mr.  Robinson 
said  that  this  Agreement  stipulates  that  each  party  will  keep  each 
other  appraised  of  the  plans  for  the  area. 

Mrs.  Stith  questioned  who  Mid  Town  Development  Corporation  is. 

Mr.  Turk  replied  that  it  is  an  Indiana  corporation. 

Mr.  Rood  inquired  if  it  was  a Fort  Wayne  corporation. 

Mr.  Weinraub  said  that  there  are  Fort  Wayne  people  behind  it. 

Mr.  Robert  W.  Hutner  moved  the  approval  of  Resolution  No.  77-63,  and 
Mr.  John  L.  Andreas  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion 
carried  unanimously. 


; 


OTHER  BUSINESS 


Mr.  Weinraub  suggested  that  for  the  protection  of  the  staff  and  the 
Commission,  he  felt  a consulting  engineer  should  be  hired  to  supervise 
what  goes  on  enabling  the  Commission  to  get  the  most  for  their  dollar. 

Mr.  Turk  agreed  that  this  was  very  important  and  that  it  should  be 
looked  into  right  away.  He  told  the  members  that  the  Commission  had 
requested  a similar  position  in  the  budget  but  that  it  was  cut.  Mr. 
Turk  recommended  that  an  engineer  be  hired  by  the  Commission  on  a 
retainer  basis.  He  said  that  his  experience  with  this  has  always 
worked  out  well. 

Mr.  Andreas  suggested  that  Mr.  Turk  obtain  some  figures  from  two  (2) 
competent  engineers. 

Mr.  Rood  mentioned  that  he  has  submitted  a couple  of  names  to  the 
Commission . 

Mrs.  Stith  referred  to  the  Union  contract  with  the  City  employees,  and 
inquired  if  the  Commission  would  be  at  liberty  to  choose  their  own. 

Mr.  Turk  replied  that  the  Commission  would  be  free  to  choose  if  they 
use  the  retainer  basis. 

Mr.  Rood  wondered  if  there  was  a possibility  of  getting  this  position 
re-instated  into  the  budget  because  he  felt  it  would  be  cheaper  to 
hire  an  engineer  on  that  basis. 

Mr.  Turk  told  the  Commissioners  that  a request  could  be  made  again  in 
June  . 

Mrs . Stith  wondered  how  soon  an  engineer  would  be  required  by  the 
Commission . 

Mr.  Turk  replied  that  he  would  like  to  have  one  hired  immediately. 

Mr.  Rood  questioned  if  the  Commission  would  be  removing  basements, 
etc.,  and  if  someone  is  available  on  staff  to  fulfill  the  management 
position . 

Mr.  Turk  replied  negatively.  He  explained  that  this  position  was  also 
lost  with  the  other  staff  position. 

Mr.  Rood  suggested  that  Mr.  Vernon  Otte  be  hired  to  collect  rents,  etc. 

Mr.  Weinraub  felt  this  should  be  worked  out  on  a fee  basis  with  Mr. 

Otte  . 


Annual  Meeting  and  January  Regular  Meeting 


The  Commissioners  decided  to  hold  the  Annual  Meeting  on  Tuesday, 
January  3,  1978  at  4:30  P.M. 

The  members  of  the  Commission  also  decided  to  have  the  Regular  Meeting 
for  January  on  the  17th  rather  than  the  second  Monday  of  the  month  at 
7:30  P.M. 


ADJOURNMENT 

The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  9:22  P.M. 


Respectfully  submitted, 


MINUTES  OF  REGULAR  MEETING 


DATE : November  14,  1977,  7:30  P.M. 

PLACE : Board  of  Works  Hearing  Room,  9th  Floor,  City-County  Building, 

One  Main  Street,  Fort  Wayne,  Indiana 


MEMBERS  PRESENT: 


MEMBERS  ABSENT: 


Leonard  M.  Weinraub,  President 
Hana  L.  Stith,  Vice  President 
Robert  W.  Hutner,  Secretary 
Henry  F.  Rood 
John  L.  Andreas 

None 


STAFF  PRESENT: 


OTHERS  PRESENT: 


Robert  P.  Turk,  Executive  Director 
Brian  H.  Collins 
Mary  Beth  Young 

Sylvia  Smith,  Journal- Gazette 

John  Perlman,  News  - Sentinel 

Michael  DeBartolo,  Jankowski  Associates 


Mr.  Weinraub  called  the  meeting  to  order  at  7:35  P.M.  and  asked  the 
Secretary  to  give  the  roll  call. 

Mr.  Hutner  noted  that  all  members  were  present  and  accounted  for. 


APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES 

Mr.  Weinraub  inquired  if  the  minutes  included  anything  special. 

Mr.  Turk  stated  that  the  minutes  of  the  Public  Hearing  of  October  10th 
are  a transcript  and  that  he  was  satisfied  with  the  minutes  of  the 
Regular  Meeting. 

Mr.  Robert  W.  Hutner  moved  the  approval  of  the  minutes  of  the  Public 
Hearing  and  the  Regular  Meeting  of  October  10,  1977,  and  Mr.  John  L. 
Andreas  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion  carried 
unanimously . 


VOUCHERS 

Mr.  Rood  questioned  if  there  was  any  reason  the  Commission  shouldn’t 
approve  the  bills  submitted  by  Barrett,  Barrett  § McNagny  and  Rothberg, 
Gallmeyer,  Fruechtenicht  § Logan  for  legal  services  done  in  September 
and  October  of  1977. 

Mr.  Turk  responded  negatively. 

Mr.  Henry  F.  Rood  moved  the  approval  of  the  vouchers  submitted  by 
Barrett,  Barrett  § McNagny  and  Rothberg,  Gallmeyer,  Fruechtenicht  § 
Logan  for  legal  services  done  in  September  and  October  of  1977.  Mrs. 
Hana  L.  Stith  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion  carried 
unanimously . 

Mr.  Weinraub  inquired  if  there  were  any  questions  on  the  summary  of 
the  vouchers. 


The  Commissioners  had  none. 


Mr.  Weinraub  mentioned  that  they  were  very  complete,  and  he  commended 
Mrs.  Zickgraf  for  the  work  she  did  on  them. 


OLD  BUSINESS 


There  was  no  old  business . 


NEW  BUSINESS 

RESOLUTION  NO.  77-53  - Resolution  Approving  A Request  To  Appeal  The 
Decision  Of  The  County  Tax  Review  Board  For  Reinstatement  Of  The  Tax 
Levy  Of  The  Redevelopment  District  Capital  Fund 

Mr.  Turk  explained  that  the  City  Controller  wants  to  appeal  the 
decision  of  the  County  Tax  Review  Board  which  eliminated  all  of  the 
Capital  Budget  that  was  requested  this  year  from  City  Council  and  that 
the  Council  passed.  Mr.  Turk  related  that  Resolution  No.  77-53  gives 
the  Commission's  support  to  the  Budget,  as  submitted,  so  that  when  the 
City  Controller  makes  his  case  to  the  County  Tax  Review  Board  he  will 
have  this  document  in  support  of  the  Commission.  Mr.  Turk  told  the 
Commission  members  that  he  will  present  a copy  of  this  resolution,  if 
passed,  with  an  explanation  to  the  County  Tax  Review  Board. 

Mr.  Rood  wondered  if  the  Commission  has  done  everything  they  possibly 
could  have  before  the  Allen  County  Tax  Review  Board. 

Mr.  Turk  responded  that  he  has  spoken  with  the  City  Controller  and  that 
the  Controller  felt  that  he  should  present  the  case  exclusive  of  the 
Commission's  participation.  Mr.  Turk  told  the  Commissioners  that  he 
respects  his  opinion  on  this  because  he  felt  that  this  would  probably 
have  to  go  to  the  State  level  anyway. 

Mr.  Rood  questioned  if  the  Commission  received  any  monies  last  year. 

Mr.  Weinraub  stated  that  last  year  the  Commission  received  $100,000. 

Mr.  Rood  reviewed  the  situations  in  previous  years,  and  he  wondered 
if  the  Commission  should  try  to  get  the  County  Tax  Review  Board  to 
consider  this  matter.  He  related  that  he  was  told  the  State  very 
seldom  makes  a change  and  that  it  was  better  to  try  it  locally. 

Mr.  Turk  stated  that  the  whole  problem  goes  back  to  the  tax  freeze. 

A discussion  followed. 

Mr.  Henry  F.  Rood  moved  the  adoption  of  Resolution  No.  77-53,  and  Mr. 
John  L.  Andreas  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion 
carried  unanimously. 

RESOLUTION  NO.  77-54  - Resolution  Selecting  An  Engineering  Firm  For 
Site  Improvements  On  West  Main,  Ewing,  And  West  Berry  Streets  Of  Block 
II,  West  Main  Street  Renewal  Project 

Mr.  Turk  requested  that  Resolution  No.  77-54  be  considered  at  the 
next  Regular  Meeting  because  he  was  not  prepared  to  make  a 
recommendation  on  it  at  this  time . 


RESOLUTION  NO,  77-55  - Resolution  Authorizing  The  Execution  Of  An 
Agreement  For  Engineering  Services  For  A Sanitary  Sewer  Extension  For 
Edsall  House  Apartment  Complex,  West  Main  Street  Renewal  Project 

Mr.  Turk  referred  to  a memorandum  sent  to  the  Commissioners  recently 
regarding  an  agreement  for  engineering  services  for  a sanitary  sewer 
extension  for  the  Edsall  House  Apartment  Complex.  He  explained  that 
he  requested  fee  proposals  from  a number  of  engineering  firms  to  do 
design,  bidding,  construction,  and  inspection  of  the  sewer  extension. 

Mr.  Turk  related  that  all  three  (3)  proposals  submitted  were  of 
comparable  quality,  but  of  the  three  (3),  he  recommended  that  Z.  K. 

Tazian  Associates,  Inc.,  be  selected  for  the  job  with  a fee  proposal 
of  $800. 

Mr.  John  L.  Andreas  moved  the  approval  of  Z.  K.  Tazian  Associates,  Inc., 
and  Mr.  Henry  F.  Rood  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion 
carried  unanimously. 

RESOLUTION  NO.  77-56  - Resolution  Authorizing  The  Execution  Of  An 
Amendment  To  Contract  With  Raymond,  Parish,  Pine  § Weiner,  Inc.,  For 
Consulting  Services 

Mr.  Robert  W.  Hutner  moved  the  approval  of  Resolution  No.  77-56,  and 
Mr.  Henry  F.  Rood  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion 
carried  unanimously. 

Mr.  Rood  inquired  if  this  was  just  an  amendment  to  the  original  contract. 
Mr.  Turk  stated  that  it  is  an  amendment  to  the  contract  for  one  year. 


RESOLUTION  NO.  77-57  - Resolution  Selecting  An  Architect  For  Design 
Services  For  The  Semi-Mall  And  Streetscape  Improvements  Plan  Along 
Calhoun,  Wayne,  and  Columbia  Streets 

Mr.  Turk  informed  the  members  of  the  Commission  that  seven  (7) 
architectural  firms  submitted  very  good  fee  proposals.  He  told  them 
that  after  reviewing  the  proposals  and  having  interviews  with  the 
firms,  he  would  recommend  that  the  Commission  select  James  Associates 
subject  to  an  appropriate  contract  that  will  be  brought  back  to  the 
Commission.  He  stated  that  the  quality  of  the  proposals  received 
was  very  high  and  that  he  had  some  difficulty  trying  to  choose  one. 

Mr.  Turk  explained  that  the  reason  for  his  recommendation  of  James 
Associates  is  that  their  proposal  was  very  thoroughly  thought  out  and 
logical  and  was  geared  toward  a relatively  rapid  implementation  of 
construction  of  the  semi-mall. 

Mr.  Rood  stated  that  he  thought  several  proposals  were  very  good.  He 
related  that  he  chose  three  (3)  firms,  and  that  James  Associates  was  one 
of  them.  He  explained  that  his  only  reservation  with  James  Associates 
was  whether  the  landscape  architect  would  have  the  staff  behind  him  to 
do  the  job.  Mr.  Rood  mentioned  that  Mr.  Turk  had  said  he  would 
investigate  this  matter  further. 

Mr.  Turk  told  the  Commissioners  that  he  did  check  into  this  matter 
today.  He  said  that  the  landscape  architectural  firm  is  a small  one 
with  four  (4)  licensed  landscape  architects.  He  related  that  one  of 
the  partners  is  not  connected  at  all  with  Ball  State  University  and 
devotes  full  time  to  the  firm.  Mr.  Turk  explained  that  another  architect 
is  also  a member  of  the  firm  and  has  teaching  duties  at  Ball  State,  but 
he  has  sufficient  time  to  devote  to  this  project.  Mr.  Turk  informed 
the  members  of  the  Commission  that  he  felt  there  is  staff  depth  to 
handle  the  project.  Mr.  Turk  stated  that  some  of  the  other  firms  that 
submitted  their  proposals  who  were  associated  with  other  architects 
were  much  larger,  but  he  felt  the  quality  of  the  firm  of  James 
Associates  and  their  landscape  architectural  firm  did  not  differ 


significantly.  Mr.  Turk  went  on  to  say  that  while  reviewing  the 
proposals,  he  was  most  interested  in  the  architects'  approach  to  the 
problem  as  they  see  it  and  the  thought  process  they  went  through  in 
deciding  exactly  how  they  would  go  about  working  toward  the  design 
and  implementing  construction.  Mr.  Turk  noted  that  the  engineering 
support  in  the  firm  of  James  Associates  seemed  quite  significant,  and 
upon  checking  into  the  background  of  the  engineers,  they  seemed 
sufficient  to  do  the  job.  Mr.  Turk  stated  that  of  the  six  (6)  other 
firms  that  submitted  proposals,  there  were  certain  elements  of  each 
that  represented  some  very  first-rate  thinking,  but  because  he  knew 
he  had  to  make  a recommendation  to  the  Commission,  he  chose  one. 

Mr.  Rood  stated  that  he  thought  any  one  of  the  seven  (7)  firms  that 
submitted  proposals  could  do  the  job,  but  he  felt  since  Mr.  Turk 
would  be  working  with  the  architectural  firm,  Mr.  Rood  moved  toward 
the  approval  of  James  Associates.  Mr.  Rood  mentioned  that  he  thought 
a feasible  agreement  should  be  worked  out  and  resubmitted  to  the 
Commissioners  for  final  approval. 

Mr.  Turk  told  the  members  of  the  Commission  that  he  would  like  to  do 
this  within  the  next  week.  He  said  that  he  would  send  a memorandum 
to  the  Commissioners  regarding  the  holding  of  a Special  Meeting. 

Mr.  Hutner  inquired  if  it  would  be  necessary  for  the  Commission  to 
hire  an  engineer  on  its  own,  if  James  Associates  is  selected  for  the 
job . 

Mr.  Turk  responded  that  the  Commission  will  have  to  discuss  this 
matter  with  the  firm  of  James  Associates.  He  added  that  there  may  be 
someone  in  the  firm  of  James  Associates  to  do  this  job,  but  that  it 
would  have  to  be  worked  out.  Mr.  Turk  suggested  that  the  Commission 
may  wish  to  have  a clerk-of - the-works  because  the  job  requires  daily 
supervision . 

Mr.  Weinraub  wondered  what  the  cost  to  the  Commission  would  be  to  hire 
a clerk- of- the-works . 

Mr.  Turk  answered  that  he  did  not  know  because  he  has  no  idea  of  the 
substance  of  the  work  involved. 

Mr.  Turk  suggested  that  the  clerk-of- the-works  be  hired  through  the 
architectural  firm  to  keep  the  Commission's  costs  to  a minimum,  if 
it  was  felt  one  was  necessary. 

Mr.  Weinraub  noted  that  the  Commission  will  also  need  to  hire  an 
engineer  when  the  downtown  garage  gets  underway. 

Mr.  Henry  F.  Rood  moved  the  adoption  of  Resolution  No.  77-57  and  the 
approval  of  James  Associates  as  the  architectural  firm  for  the  Semi-Mall 
Project.  Mr.  John  L.  Andreas  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call, 
the  motion  carried  unanimously. 


OTHER  BUSINESS 

Mr.  Turk  reminded  the  Commissioners  of  the  court  hearing  in  Superior 
Court  tomorrow  and  a good  part  of  Wednesday  on  the  remonstrances  filed 
against  the  Civic  Center  Renewal  Project  by  Dr.  Clifford  Salk  and 
Premium  Beauty  Supply. 


ADJOURNMENT 


The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  8:00  P.M. 


Respectfully  submitted. 


MINUTES  OF  REGULAR  MEETING 


DATE:  October  10,  1977 


PLACE:  Board  of  Works  Hearing  Room,  9th  Floor,  City-County 
Building,  One  Main  Street,  Fort  Wayne,  Indiana 

MEMBERS  PRESENT:  Leonard  M.  Weinraub,  President 

— Hana  L.  Stith,  Vice  President 

Robert  W.  Hutner,  Secretary 
Henry  F.  Rood 
John  L.  Andreas 


MEMBERS  ABSENT:  None 

STAFF  PRESENT:  Robert  P.  Turk,  Executive  Director 

Julia  A.  Zickgraf 
Karen  A.  Eckert 
Mary  Beth  Young 


OTHERS  PRESENT:  Daniel  Shuster,  Raymond,  Parish,  Pine  & 

Weiner 

Richard  D.  Robinson,  Attorney 
John  Perlman,  News-Sentinel 
Dave  Smith,  WMEE 
Tony  Vignieri,  WANE-TV 
Royal  Calkins,  Journal-Gazette 
Barbara  Daniel,  Junior  League 
Molly  Gallmeyer,  Junior  League 
11  other  people  present 


Mr.  Weinraub  called  the  meeting  to  order  at  8:45  P.  M. 
Mr.  Hutner  noted  that  all  members  were  present. 


APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES 

Mr.  Rood  referred  to  page  4 of  the  minutes  of  the  Special  Meeting  of 
September  19,  1977  and  related  that  they  should  be  corrected  to  read 
"fund-raiser"  rather  than  "fund-raising". 

Mr.  Robert  W.  Hutner  moved  the  approval  of  the  minutes  of  the  Special 
Meeting  of  September  19,  19  77  as  corrected,  and  Mr.  John  L.  Andreas 
seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion  carried  unanimously. 


VOUCHERS 

Mr.  Turk  informed  the  Commissioners  that  the  Voucher  Sheet  contained 
nothing  unusual.  He  pointed  out  that  the  larger  figures  were  investments. 

Mr.  Henry  F.  Rood  moved  the  approval  of  the  Voucher  Sheet,  and  Mrs. 
Hana  L.  Stith  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion  carried 
unanimously. 

Mr.  Turk  noted  the  narrative  Mrs.  Zickgraf  prepared  explaining  the 
financial  situation  on  each  of  the  accounts. 

Mr.  Weinraub  and  Mr.  Rood  complimented  Mrs.  Zickgraf  on  her  work 
and  related  that  the  narrative  makes  things  clearer. 


OLD  BUSINESS 


There  was  no  old  business 
NEW  BUSINESS 

RESOLUTION  NO.  77-48  - Confirmatory  Resolution  Civic  Center  Renewal 
Project 

Mr.  Robert  W.  Hutner  moved  the  adoption  of  Resolution  No.  77-48,  and 
Mrs.  Hana  L.  Stith  seconded  The  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion 
carried  unanimously. 


RESOLUTION  NO.  77-49  - Resolution  Authorizing  The  Executive  Director 
To  Proceed  With  Engineering,  Preparation  Of  Plans  And  Specifications, 
And  The  Bidding  Procedure  For  Improvements  On  West  Main,  Ewing,  And 
West  Berry  Streets,  West  Main  Street  Renewal  Project,  Phase  II 

Mr.  Turk  told  the  Commission  members  that  Resolution  No.  77-49  relates 
to  the  installing  of  new  sidewalks  and  curbs  and  light  fixtures  in  Block  2 
of  the  West  Main  Street  Renewal  Project.  He  explained  that  this  particular 
work  is  called  for  in  the  West  Main  Street  Urban  Renewal  Plan  for  Phase 
II.  Mr.  Turk  said  that  it  is  too  early  to  consider  installing  these  site 
improvements,  but  he  thought  it  would  be  wise  to  begin  the  engineering 
design  of  the  improvements  so  that  the  Commission  will  be  in  a position 
by  Spring  to  bid  them. 

Mr.  Weinraub  inquired  if  the  City  Engineering  Department  would  be  used. 

Mr.  Turk  answered  negatively.  He  responded  that  the  Commission  will 
hire  their  own  engineer. 

Mr.  Weinraub  questioned  if  there  was  an  estimate  on  this  work. 

Mr.  Turk  related  that  he  referred  to  the  Plan  document  of  1974  and 
that  he  did  not  believe  there  is  an  estimate  other  than  the  budget 
estimates  when  the  bond  issue  was  approved. 

Mrs.  Zickgraf  stated  that  the  Commission  approved  some  $200,  000  for 
Phase  I for  the  West  Main  Street  Project. 

Mr.  Henry  F.  Rood  moved  the  approval  of  Resolution  No.  77-49,  and  Mr. 
John  L.  Andreas  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion  carried 
unanimously. 


RESOLUTION  NO.  77-50  - Resolution  Authorizing  The  President  And 
Secretary  To  Execute  An  Agreement  By  And  Between  The  Fort  Wayne 
Redevelopment  Commission  And  Indiana  & Michigan  Electric  Company 
And  Peoples  Trust  Bank 

Mr.  Robert  W.  Hutner  moved  the  adoption  of  Resolution  No.  77-50,  and 
Mr.  Henry  F.  Rood  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion 
carried  unanimously. 

Mr.  Weinraub  mentioned  that  the  Agreement  will  not  be  signed  by  the 
Commission  until  it  is  approved  by  City  Council.  He  added  that  I&M 
and  Peoples  have  signed  the  Agreement  as  of  this  afternoon  and  that 
the  Commission  has  certified  copies  in  their  files. 
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Mr.  Rood  related  that  City  Council  will  act  on  the  Agreement  tomorrow 
evening,  and  if  it  is  approved  the  Commission  will  then  execute  it. 


RESOLUTION  NO.  77-51  - Resolution  Authorizing  An  Amendment  To 
Contracts  With  Larry  D.  Misner  And  Ronald  E.  Gettel  For  Additional 
Acquisition  Appraisal  Services 

Mr.  Turk  explained  that  Resolution  No.  77-51  relates  to  the  appraisals 
that  would  be  done  for  the  block  on  which  the  parking  structure  will  be 
located.  He  stated  that  these  appraisals  were  notordered  originally, 
however,  they  should  be  done  now  since  there  is  an  Agreement.  Mr. 

Turk  added  that  this  Resolution  No.  77-51  should  be  passed  subject  to 
City  Council  approval  and  execution  by  the  Commission  of  the  Agreement. 

He  recommended  that  the  Commissioners  act  on  this  resolution  now, 
since  the  next  Regular  Meeting  is  a month  away. 

Mr.  Henry  F.  Rood  moved  the  approval  of  Resolution  No.  77-51,  and  Mr. 
Robert  W.  Hutner  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the  motion 
carried  unanimously. 

OTHER  BUSINESS 

True  Love  Missionary  Baptist  Church 

Mr.  Weinraub  read  a letter  aloud  received  from  the  True  Love  Missionary 
Baptist  Church  informing  the  Commission  that  on  Sunday,  October  30, 

1977  a sign  will  be  erected  on  their  newly-purchased  property  and  a 
parade  will  be  held. 

Mrs.  Zickgraf  explained  that  the  property  the  Church  refers  to  is  under 
contract  with  the  Commission  and  that  they  were  requested  by  the 
Commission  to  inform  them  by  letter  if  they  wanted  to  use  the  property 
for  anything  to  obtain  approval  by  the  Commissioners. 

Mr.  Weinraub  stated  that  a letter  should  be  written  to  the  Church  giving 
approval. 

A.R.C.  H. 

Mr.  Rood  mentioned  that  A.  R.  C.H.  suggested  this  evening  at  the  Public 
Hearing  that  they  be  consulted  regarding  any  changes  made  to  the  Embassy 
Theater.  Mr.  Rood  made  a motion  that  the  Commission  agree  to  consult 
them.  Mr.  John  L.  Andreas  seconded  the  motion.  Upon  roll  call,  the 
motion  carried  unanimously. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Since  there  was  no  further  business,  the  meeting  was  adjourned  at  8:57  P.  M. 


Respectfully  submitted. 
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MINUTES  OF  PUBLIC  HEARING 


DATE:  October  10,  1977,  7:00  P.M. 

PLACE : Board  of  Works  Hearing  Room,  9th  Floor,  City-County  Building, 

One  Main  Street,  Fort  Wayne,  Indiana 

Leonard  M.  Weinraub,  President 
Hana  L.  Stith,  Vice  President 
Robert  W.  Hutner,  Secretary 
Henry  F.  Rood 
John  L.  Andreas 

None 


Robert  P.  Turk,  Executive  Director 
Julia  A.  Zickgraf 
Karen  A.  Eckert 
Mary  Beth  Young 

Daniel  Shuster,  Raymond,  Parish,  Pine  § 

Weiner,  Inc. 

Richard  D.  Robinson,  Attorney 
John  Perlman,  News  - Sentinel 
Marvin  S.  Crell,  Attorney 
Robert  A.  Morrow,  Fort  Wayne/Allen  County 
Convention  Authority 

Richard  D.  Waterfield,  Fort  Wayne  Future 
William  L.  Casteel,  Fort  Wayne  Convention 
and  Visitors  Bureau 
George  Stuart,  Fort  Wayne  Convention 
and  Visitors  Bureau 
Ernie  Bohren 

Barbara  Daniel,  Junior  League 

Molly  Gallmeyer,  Junior  League 

Jane  Wilks,  Junior  League 

Gretchen  Wiegel 

Dave  Smith,  WMEE 

Gary  M.  Cappelli,  Attorney 

Clifford  T.  Salk,  DDS 

Richard  S.  Rochman,  DDS 

Royal  Calkins,  Journal- Gazette 

Ira  Mae  Smith,  Smitty’s  Tasty  Burger 

Fred  Wolter,  Central  Soya  § Downtown  Fort 

Wayne  Association 

Mr.  ^ Mrs.  Richard  Wenzeler,  F § B Cleaners 
Steven  Hill,  Department  of  Community 
Development  § Planning 
Dick  Stumpf,  Department  of  Community 
Development  § Planning 

Robert  Goldstine,  Embassy  Theatre  Foundation 
William  J.  Skimos,  Palace  Cafe 
Dick  Florea,  Channel  33 
A representative  of  Channel  15 
Rod  M.  Howard,  Downtown  Fort  Wayne 
Association 

Ted  J.  Detweiler,  Association  of  Independent 

Voters 

Karen  Anderson,  A.R.C.H. 

Duane  Bobeck 

William  S.  Latz,  Urban  Grants  Director 
Edwin  C.  Metcalfe,  Chamber  of  Commerce 
14  other  people 


MEMBERS  PRESENT: 

MEMBERS  ABSENT: 
STAFF  PRESENT: 

OTHERS  PRESENT: 


The  President  called  the  Public  Hearing  to  order  at  7:10  P.M. 


Mr.  Weinraub  explained  that  the  purpose  for  the  holding  of  a meeting 
this  evening  is  for  a Public  Hearing  on  the  Civic  Center  Renewal 
Project.  He  introduced  himself,  the  other  Commission  members. 
Commission  staff,  and  the  Executive  Director  to  the  audience. 

Mr.  Weinraub:  This  is  a public  hearing  of  the  Fort  Wayne 

Redevelopment  Commission  to  hear  and  receive 
comments  regarding  the  proposed  Civic  Center 
Renewal  Project.  At  this  hearing  the 
Commission  will  provide  an  opportunity  for 
all  persons  and  organizations,  including 
representatives  of  organizations,  to  express 
their  views  with  respect  to  the  project.  The 
Commission  also  requests  that  any  person 
wishing  to  file  a written  remonstrance  or 
objection  do  so  during  this  public  hearing. 

At  this  time,  I would  like  to  have  Dan  Shuster 
of  our  consulting  firm,  Raymond,  Parish,  Pine 
§ Weiner,  briefly  review  the  Civic  Center 
Renewal  Project. 

Mr.  Shuster:  Thank  you  Mr.  Chairman.  I would  like  to  spend  a 

few  minutes  to  review  with  you  the  process  which 
led  to  the  preparation  of  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan 
of  the  Civic  Center  Urban  Renewal  Project  to 
explain  to  you  how  the  specific  project  fits  into 
the  overall  plans  for  the  betterment  of  downtown 
Fort  Wayne.  Approximately  one  year  ago,  planning 
began  on  a series  of  activities  to  turn  things 
around  downtown;  to  try  to  find  a direction  for 
growth  in  downtown,  to  identify  those  things  which 
Fort  Wayne  could  achieve  in  the  way  of  downtown 
development  or  redevelopment- - those  things  which 
were  not  possible- -and  to  provide  a focus  in  the 
way  of  specific  actions  for  the  Redevelopment 
Commission  to  undertake  and  begin  to  achieve 
specific  programs.  What  we  are  identifying  were 
specific  projects  (not  a general  plan)  but  specific 
activities  for  the  Redevelopment  Commission  to 
undertake.  One  of  these  was  the  creation  of  a 
downtown  civic/convention  center  to  provide  a 
location  for  convention- type  activities,  which 
would  bring  people  downtown,  together  with 
ancillary  facilities  including  the  hotel,  related 
parking  and  service  facilities.  A number  of  sites 
were  looked  at  to  begin  focusing  on  exact  location 
for  such  a complex.  Then,  the  site  of  the  present 
proposed  Civic  Center  Urban  Renewal  Project  was 
selected  for  a number  of  reasons:  (1)  It  related 

very  closely  to  one  of  the  main  existing  facilities 
downtown,  which  will  become  a part  of  that  complex. 

The  Embassy  Theatre  provides  a unique  facility 
downtown  and  which  can  both  support  and  be  supported 
by  the  civic/convent ion  type  activities.  (2)  A 
location  which  had  good  access.  (3)  One  which  was 
closely  related  to  other  activities  in  downtown, 
particularly  the  retail  core  which  is  a focus  of 
activity  that  equals,  as  well  as,  the  adjacent  office/ 
governmental  uses.  I would  like  to  go  through  a few 


. 


maps  with  you  briefly  which  are  the  substance  of 
the  Urban  Renewal  Plan  which  provide  the  legal 
mechanism  for  the  Redevelopment  Commission  to 
undertake  the  project  itself.  Mr.  Shuster  pointed 
to  the  Project  Boundary  Map The  Civic  Center  Urban 
Renewal  Project  consists  of  these  three  blocks  between 
Harrison,  Clinton,  Washington,  and  Lewis  Streets.  The 
fourth  block  in  that  rectangle  is  the  Cathedral  block, 
which  is  not  a part  of  the  project.  The  boundaries 
include  in  totality  the  remaining  three  blocks  . The 
Urban  Renewal  Plan  so  designates  this  area.  Mr. 

Shuster  referred  to  the  Land  Use  Plan  Map.  A land  use 
plan,  as  part  of  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan,  has  been 
prepared  for  the  project  and  it  identifies  those  uses 
which  can  take  place  within  the  confines  of  the 
project.  Included,  as  well,  in  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan 
are  various  development  controls  applied  to  uses  which 
are  permitted  in  the  project  area.  These  are  similar 
to  zoning  controls  for  the  area,  and  in  many  cases 
directly  reflect  the  existing  zoning  in  downtown.  The 
entire  area,  all  three  blocks,  is  designated  for 
civic/commercial  use,  which  permits  civic  centers, 
public  uses,  hotels,  parking,  and  related  ancillary  uses 
on  any  of  the  three  blocks.  Mr.  Shuster  showed  the 
Land  Acquisition  Plan  Map.  The  Urban  Renewal  Plan  also 
includes  an  acquisition  plan.  All  the  properties  within 
those  three  blocks  are  proposed  to  be  acquired  with  the 
exception  of  the  Embassy  Theatre.  Based  on  preliminary 
plans  for  the  various  facilities  proposed  for  the  area, 
their  space  needs,  the  functional  relationships  that 
have  to  be  established  to  make  the  entire  complex 
workable,  should  be  determined  if  all  of  the  property 
within  the  project  area  should  be  acquired  with  the 
exception  of  the  Embassy  Theatre,  which  means  that 
acquired  properties  within  these  will  be  blocks  acquired 
after  appraisals  by  the  Redevelopment  Commission  and 
the  various  alleys,  particularly  the  two  major  blocks 
would  be  closed  and.  become  part  of  individual  development 
parcels.  Mr.  Shuster  showed  an  Illustrative  Site  Plan 
Map.  A number  of  illustrative  schemes  or  sketches  have 
been  prepared  showing  how  the  sites  would  be  developed. 
These  assume  the  subject  of  further  refinement,  but  the 
basic  program  and  the  relationships  established  in  this 
plan  are  important  and  will  be  followed  throughout  the 
planning  and  development  program.  Just  to  make  sure 
everybody  still  knows  where  we  are,  this  is  the 
intersection  of  Washington  and  Calhoun.  Summit  Square 
office  development  is  located  just  across  the  boundary 
of  the  project  on  the  northeast  corner  of  Washington 
and  Calhoun.  The  Embassy  Theatre  is  down  here  on 
Jefferson  and  Harrison.  The  major  portion  of  the  block 
bounded  by  Harrison,  Washington,  Calhoun,  and  Jefferson 
is  proposed  as  the  location  of  the  civic  center  facility 
itself,  which  will  provide  approximately  50,000  to 
75,000  square  feet  of  floor  space  for  various  convention/ 
civic  related  activities,  meeting  rooms,  banquet  space, 
etc.  Also  programmed  for  that  same  block  is  a hotel. 

The  hotel  location  is  important  in  that  the  hotel  and 
the  civic  center  relate  very  closely  to  each  other  in 
terms  of  the  functions  they  can  provide  and  also  be 
able  to  work  well  programmatically  and  functionally  as 
well.  There  needs  to  be  direct  connections  between  the 
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hotel  and  the  civic  center  so  that  guests  at  the  hotel 
have  immediate  access- -direct  covered  access--to  the 
civic  center.  Some  of  the  banquet- type  functions  that 
may  be  held  in  the  civic  center  can  be  served  out  of 
the  kitchen  in  the  hotel.  Various  inter-relationships 
of  activities  require  that  those  two  be  located  next 
to  each  other.  The  third  element  is  the  Embassy  Theatre 
which  is  across  Jefferson  Street  from  the  hotel/civic 
center  block.  It  is  proposed  that  a second  level 
connection  between  the  Theatre  and  the  civic  complex 
be  created  so  that  it  too  can  become  a part  of  the 
complex  and  there  can  be  a free  interchange  for 
pedestrian  activities  and  functions  between  those  three 
major  uses.  To  serve  this  complex,  which  will  generate 
a great  deal  of  activity,  substantial  amount  of  parking 
is  proposed  to  be  provided  on  the  east  side  of  Calhoun 
Street  which  will  provide  parking  for  the  hotel  and 
the  civic  uses  as  well  as  the  Summit  Square  development 
on  the  north  side  of  Washington  Street.  On  the  third 
block,  it  is  proposed  either  a conservatory/botanical 
garden  which  has  been  proposed  by  one  of  the  local 
foundations  which  will  provide  another  element  in  this 
public  use  complex  or  in  the  event  that  that  doesn’t 
work  out  there  will  be  additional  parking  needs  which 
also  can  be  housed  on  that  block.  These  plans  are 
somewhat  schematic,  but  a lot  of  the  relationships  that 
they  suggest  are  important  and  the  architect  has  been 
selected  for  the  civic  complex  and  will  begin  refining 
plans  shortly.  Soon  the  Redevelopment  Commission  will 
begin  the  design  of  the  parking  garage.  This  is  a 
relatively  small  compact  project  which  can  provide  a 
great  deal  of  new  use  and  activity  downtown  and  can  be 
accomplished  in  a relatively  short  period  of  time. 


Mr.  Weinraub:  Thank  you  Mr.  Shuster. 

Mr.  Weinraub:  The  Commission  would  like  to  request  that  all 

statements  be  brief  and  to  the  point.  We  would  like 
each  speaker  to  come  to  the  podium  and  give  their 
name,  address,  and/or  organization.  At  this  time,  I 
would  like  to  call  Bob  Morrow  from  the  Fort  Wayne 
Convention  Authority. 

Mr.  Morrow:  My  name  is  Robert  A.  Morrow,  and  I am  the  President  of 

the  Fort  Wayne/Allen  County  Convention  and  Tourism 
Authority.  Tonight  I appear  on  behalf  of  that  body  and 
would  like  to  endorse  the  Civic  Center  Renewal  Project. 
I have  a detailed  statement  to  make,  and  I have  it  in 
brief  here  so  I think  I will  hand  it  out  and  that  is 
all  I have  to  say.  I have  some  for  the  press  too. 


Mr.  Weinraub: 
Mr.  Weinraub: 

Mr.  Weinraub: 
Mr.  Waterfield 


Thank  you  Mr.  Morrow. 

We  will  make  Mr.  Morrow's  statement  from  the  Fort  Wayne/ 
Allen  County  Convention  and  Tourism  Authority  a part 
of  the  record  of  the  hearing. 

I will  listen  to  anybody  that  wants  to  come  up  and 
speak  for  or  against.  . .Mr.  Waterfield? 

I’m  Dick  Waterfield  representing  Fort  Wayne  Future. 
Fort  Wayne  Future  was  founded  about  nine  years  ago 


by  a private  individual  to  assist  the  government 
sector  in  the  betterment  of  Fort  Wayne.  Fort  Wayne 
Future  Conference  wishes  to  publicly  state  that  we 
support  the  General  Plan  for  downtown  revitalization, 
specifically  including  the  Civic  Center  Renewal 
Project.  Downtown  needs  both  private  and  public 
sector  investment,  but  there  is  little  incentive 
for  the  private  sector  unless  public  commitment  is 
evident.  Land  acquisition  for  the  civic  center  will 
be  a major  step  in  that  direction.  We  have  a good 
start  with  several  sizable  improvements  on  the 
downtown  perimeter,  and  the  civic  center  will  give 
a substantial  boost  to  the  heart  of  the  area.  Fort 
Wayne  Future  feels  it  is  imperative  that  a great  deal 
of  thought  be  given  to  the  functions  and  design  of 
the  center.  It  must  relate  to  the  surrounding  area 
to  maximize  its  impact  on  overall  downtown 
revitalization.  Specifically,  the  center  should 
provide  support  facilities  which  will  complement  both 
the  Embassy  and  the  proposed  hotel.  They  should  be 
an  integral  part  of  the  civic  center  Plan,  as  the 
Embassy  can  provide  a fine  auditorium  at  minimal  cost, 
and  the  hotel  is  essential  for  the  center’s  success. 
Parking  provided  should  be  adequate  for  and  available 
to  the  proposed  hotel  and  the  Embassy,  as  well  as  the 
I^M/Peoples  Bank  Tower  and  nearby  commercial  and 
retail  establishments.  Its  functions  should  encourage 
activity  around  the  clock  to  bring  people  downtown 
evenings  and  weekends,  which  will  make  downtown  safer 
and  more  appealing.  Fort  Wayne  Future  is  excited 
about  the  prospects  for  the  civic  center  development, 
and  we  look  forward  to  the  opportunity  to  provide 
assistance  and  ideas  with  regard  to  the  functions, 
design  and  scale  of  the  project.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Weinraub:  Thank  you  Mr.  Waterfield.  Anybody  else? 

Mr.  Stuart:  I’m  George  Stuart.  I reside  at  1504  Lakewood  in  the 

City  of  Fort  Wayne.  I’m  President  of  the  Fort  Wayne 
Convention  and  Visitors  Bure-au,  . a voluntary  group  of 
businessmen  within  the  community  who  are  dedicated  to 
bringing  sales  and  conventions  to  this  fine  city.  Our 
Fort  Wayne  Convention  Bureau  is  pleased  to  have  this 
opportunity  to  once  again  speak  in  favor  of  the  Civic 
Center  Renewal  Project.  We  represent,  through  our 
membership,  some  over  250  business,  professional,  and 
industrial  firms.  . . all  of  them  vitally  interested 
in  the  continuing  renewal  of  Fort  Wayne.  We  believe 
that  the  project  is  a positive  stimulus  to  total 
downtown  redevelopment.  The  center  will  be  used  by  all 
the  people  of  the  community  for  their  cultural  and 
leisure  time  activities.  There  are  a number  of  economic 
benefits  accruing  to  Fort  Wayne  from  the  building  of 
the  civic  center:  (1)  It  will  help  reopen  the  downtown 

hotel  market.  I am  sure  you  are  all  aware  that  downtown 
Fort  Wayne  has  lost  some  900  hotel  rooms  since  1970. 

The  civic  center  will  bring  at  least  one  new  hotel  of 
250  to  300  rooms  and  will  serve  to  make  the  Sheraton 
Hotel  a much  more  desirable  property.  In  the  last 
several  months,  our  Bureau  has  talked  with  four  different 
research  firms  representing  companies  who  are  interested 


in  buying  the  Sheraton  property  and  reopening  it  as 
a hotel,  but  each  of  them  have  indicated  that  their 
decision  to  make  firm  this  offer  is  dependent  upon 
the  building  of  the  civic- center . (2)  It  will  help 

upgrade  the  Central  Business  District,  therefore, 
stabilizing  the  neighborhood.  This  means  improved 
land  values  and  subsequent  increases  in  the  property 
tax  revenue  derived  from  downtown.  You  are  all  aware 
the  property  tax  revenue  has  decreased  in  recent  years 
in  the  downtown  area.  Experience  in  other  cities 
indicates  that  we  can  expect  additional  retail  development 
in  the  area  surrounding  the  new  hotel  and  civic  center- - 
such  as  small  shops,  restaurants,  and  other  business 
allied  to  an  increased  visitor  traffic.  (3)  The  center 
will  offer  expanded  employment  opportunities  in  the 
Central  Business  District,  not  only  within  its  own  walls, 
but  serving  as  a catalyst  for  employment  in  hotels,  new 
restaurants,  and  retail  businesses.  (4)  The  center  will 
broaden  the  opportunities  to  bring  additional  and  larger 
meeting  groups  to  Fort  Wayne.  Now,  this  will  mean  for 
more  dollars  coming  into  our  community  from  outside  sources. 
In  1976,  for  example,  the  meeting  industry  brought  over 
58,000  registered  delegates  to  Allen  County  in  some  200 
conferences,  seminars,  and  conventions  added  to  that. 

Now,  these  delegates  spent  an  average  of  $204.00  per 
person  in  each  of  their  2h  day  meeting  for  a total  of 
1976  income  of  over  $11  million.  The  larger  facilities 
of  the  civic  center  will  provide  us  the  space  needed  for 
larger  meetings.  Now,  in  the  hand-out  we  provided  to  the 
people,  we  provided  some  charts  to  demonstrate  what  we 
are  saying,  but  briefly  these  charts  will  demonstrate 
the  potential  available  to  Fort  Wayne  when  the  center  is 
complete.  We  estimate  an  additional  five  to  six  groups 
of  the  indicated  size  will  add  $l-$2  million  each  year 
to  our  community’s  economic  pool.  We,  therefore,  add  our 
support  to  the  general  and  specific  design  objections, 
as  outlined  by  the  Redevelopment  Commission  for  the 
Civic  Center  renewal  area  and  urge  that  the  Commission 
proceed  with  the  redevelopment  plan.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Weinraub:  Thank  you  Mr.  Stuart. 

Ms.  Wilks:  My  name  is  Jane  Wilks,  and  I am  representing  the  Junior 

League  of  Fort  Wayne.  The  Junior  League  is  an 
educational,  charitable,  and  volunteer  organization. 

Because  the  League  membership  feels  that  a revitalized 
downtown  is  critical  to  the  future  of  its  city,  the 
Downtown  Advocacy  Committee  was  formed  to  help  promote 
downtown  redevelopment.  The  Junior  League  Downtown 
Advocacy  Committee  is  concerned  about  keeping  the 
downtown  an  active  and  vital  element  within  the  total 
community.  The  Civic  Center  Project,  which  includes 
the  convention  center,  a hotel  complex,  a parking  garage, 
which  will  also  serve  Summit  Square,  and  the  rehabilitation 
of  the  Embassy  Theatre,  is  a major  step  toward 
revitalization  of  the  downtown  area  and  a fore-runner  of 
other  forthcoming  renewal  projects.  This  improvement, 
made  in  the  Central  Business  District,  will  help  build 
a stronger  economic  base  for  the  entire  community  and 
will  draw  more  people- -workers , visitors,  and  shoppers-- 
into  the  central  city.  Therefore,  we  strongly  urge  the 


Redevelopment  Commission  to  confirm  its  adoption 
of  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan  for  the  Civic  Center 
Project . 

Mr.  Weinraub:  Mr.  Howard? 

Mr.  Howard:  Mr.  Chairman,  I'm  Rod  Howard,  President  of  the  Fort 

Wayne  Downtown  Association,  and  I have  a statement 
I would  like  to  present.  Our  Downtown  Fort  Wayne 
Association  represents  a cross  section  of  the  retail, 
commercial,  financial,  media  and  professional  elements 
of  our  City.  Our  reasons  for  existing  is  to  improve 
the  image  of  Fort  Wayne  by  improving  the  downtown  which 
we  believe  is  inseparable  from  the  image  of  our  City. 

The  Civic  Center  Plan  you  have  prepared  and  endorsed, 
and  which  has  been  approved  by  the  Planning  Commission 
and  the  City  Council,  is  most  enthusiastically  endorsed 
and  approved  by  our  Downtown  Association.  We  believe 
the  civic  center  is  the  key  element  to  downtown 
revitalization  and  a giant  step  forward  to  improving 
the  image  of  our  City  and  instilling  a new  sense  of 
pride  in  our  community.  In  addition  to  the  aforementioned, 
we  believe  the  civic  center  will  have  the  following 
beneficial  effects:  (1)  It  will  motivate  private  capital 

improvements  and  new  developments,  thereby  improving  the 
tax  base  in  the  Central  Business  District.  (2)  It  will 
eliminate  some  of  the  blight  by  removal  of  the  empty, 
obsolete  structures  which'  have  discouraged  further  retail 
and  commercial  activity  downtown.  (3)  It  will  generate 
additional  employment  and  adding  to  the  economic  stability 
of  the  community.  The  money ,' which  will  be  spent  by 
local  organizations,  visitors,  and  conventions,  is  earned 
elsewhere,  spent  here,  requires  no  additional  services 
from  the  City,  and  is  re-spent  many  times  here  at  home. 

So,  we  would  like  to  reiterate,  that  our  Downtown 
Association  most  enthusiastically  endorses  and  supports 
the  Redevelopment  Commission's  Civic  Center  Plan  and 
recommends  that  the  Plan  be  implemented  as  soon  as  possible. 
Thank  you.  Copies  were  sent  to  the  Trustees  and 
Commissioners . 

Mr.  Weinraub:  Any  further  speakers? 

Mrs.  Stith  arrived  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Cappelli:  Ladies  and  Gentlemen  of  the  Commission,  I am  Gary 

Cappelli.  I am  an  attorney  in  the  City  of  Fort  Wayne. 

I'm  with  the  law  firm  of  Grossman,  Scrogham  § Cappelli, 
and  our  offices  are  located  at  1210  Lincoln  Bank  Tower. 

I represent  two  remons trators  who  are  present  here  this 
evening.  The  first  remonstrator  is  Dr.  Clifford  Salk, 
and  the  second  remonstrator  is  the  Premium  Beauty 
Service,  Inc.  Now,  both  remons trators  own  real  estate 
in  what  has  been  described  as  Block  2 in  the  Property 
Owners  Map  attached  to  the  Urban  Redevelopment  Plan. 

And,  if  I might  describe  it  here  on  this  map  (he 
referred  to  the  Illustrative  Site  Plan  Map),  it  is 
outlined  in  green.  As  I say,  both  of  these 
remonstrators  own  property  in  this  particular  block- - 
Block  2.  They  also  are  interested  parties  and  otherwise 
affected  by  the  proposed  Civic  Center  Renewal  Plan. 

Now,  I would  like  to  prefix  my  remarks  in  the  reading 
of  their  written  remonstrances  by  saying  that  the 
remonstrances  seek  only  a modification  of  the  project 
and  not  a recession  of  the  project.  First  of  all,  we 


would  like  to  compliment  the  Redevelopment 
Commission  for  the  adoption  of  a plan  and  a 
project  which,  in  large  part,  will  surely  be  of 
benefit  to  the  City  of  Fort  Wayne  and  its  citizens. 

We  appreciate  the  generous  amount  of  time  and  energy 
expounded  by  the  Commission,  by  its  able  Director, 

Robert  Turk,  and  by  its  staff,  all  of  which  has  been 
devoted  to  this  project.  We  did  not  come  here  tonight 
to  cast  any  dispersions  on  either  the  ability  or  the 
integrity  of  Commission  members  or  its  Director  or  its 
staff.  We,  in  fact,  endorse  most  of  the  Plan  as  it  is 
now  set  forth.  Now,  rather  our  clients'  remonstrances 
are  directed  solely  to  the  inclusion  of  Block  2 in  this 
Plan.  Now,  if  I might  re-describe  that,  Block  2 is 
that  area  represented  or  delineated  by  Calhoun  Street 
on  the  east,  Harrison  Street  on  the  west,  Lewis  Street 
on  the  south,  and  Jefferson  Street  on  the  north.  The 
only  exception  to  that  parcel  or  block,  as  we've 
described  it  here  by  this  remonstrance,  is  that  portion 
of  that  block,  including  the  Embassy  Theatre  and  the 
building  attached  thereto,  on  the  southeast  corner  of 
Harrison  Street.  Our  remonstrance  does  not  go  to  the 
inclusion  of  the  Embassy  and  that  building  in  the  Plan. 
Now,  with  these  preliminary  remarks  having  been  made, 

I would  like  to  read  into  the  record  our  clients' 
remonstrances.  The  first  one  is  entitled  "Remonstrance 
To  The  Civic  Center  Renewal  Project  Described  In 
Declaratory  Resolution  No.  77-38  Of  The  Fort  Wayne 
Redevelopment  Commission".  The  undersigned,  Clifford 
Salk  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  "Remons trator") , owner 
of  Parcel  No.  4 in  Block  No.  2 as  described  in  the 
Property  Owners  Map,  Civic  Center  Renewal  Project, 
being  part  of  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan  adopted  by  the 
Fort  Wayne  Redevelopment  Commission  as  described  in 
Declaratory  Resolution  No.  77-38  of  said  Fort  Wayne 
Redevelopment  Commission  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the 
"Real  Estate") , does  hereby  remonstrate  against  said 
Urban  Redevelopment  Plan  (hereinafter  referred  to  as 
the  "Plan")  and  the  Civic  Center  Renewal  Project 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  "Project")  embodied  therein, 
and  petitions  said  Fort  Wayne  Redevelopment  Commission 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  "Commission")  to  modify 
said  Plan  and  Project  as  hereinafter  provided,  for  the 
following  reasons  and  upon  the  following  basis:  (a) 

Remonstrator  is  both  interested  in  and  affected  by  said 
Plan  and  said  Project  in  that  he  is  a taxpayer  of  the 
special  taxing  district  in  which  said  Project  is  located 
he  owns  Real  Estate  affected  by  said  Project  and  which 
is  to  be  acquired  by  said  Commission  if  said  Plan  is 
finally  adopted  in  its  present  form;  and  he  operates  a 
business  from  and  presently  occupies  said  Real  Estate; 

(b)  The  Commission  has  arbitrarily,  capriciously  and 
erroneously  included  said  Real  Estate  and  other  parcels 
in  said  Block  2 in  said  Project,  in  that  said  Real 
Estate  and  said  other  parcels  do  not  lie  within  a 
"blighted  area"  as  defined  within  the  provisions  of 
the  Redevelopment  of  Cities  and  Towns  Act  of  1953 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  "Act") , under  and 
pursuant  to  which  said  Commission  is  purporting  to  act; 

(c)  The  Commission  has  arbitrarily,  capriciously,  and 
erroneously  found  that  said  Block  2,  or  all  parcels 
within  said  Project,  have  become  blighted,  deteriorated, 
and  deteriorating  to  such  extent  that  such  conditions 


cannot  be  corrected  by  regulatory  processes  or  by 
the  ordinary  operation  of  private  enterprise  without 
resort  to  the  provisions  of  said  Act;  (d)  The 
Commission  has  arbitrarily,  capriciously,  and 
erroneously  found  that  the  public  health  and  welfare 
would  be  benefited  by  the  urban  renewal  of  said  Block 
No.  2 under  the  provisions  of  said  Act;  (e)  The 
Commission  has  arbitrarily,  capriciously,  and 
erroneously  found  that  Block  No.  2,  the  parcels 
therein,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  said  Real 
Estate,  are,  under  current  conditions,  undesirable 
for  or  impossible  of  normal  development  and  occupancy 
because  lack  of  development,  cessation  of  growth, 
deterioration  of  improvements  and  character  of  occupancy, 
age  and  obsolescence,  substandard  character  of  the 
buildings,  and  other  facts  which  have  impaired  values 
and  prevented  a normal  development  of  the  land  included 
in  said  block  or  the  use  thereof.  Said  findings  are 
clearly  erroneous  in  that  the  majority  of  the  buildings 
located  within  said  Block  No.  2 are  currently  occupied 
and  functional  in  their  present  condition;  that  the 
development  of  Blocks  No.  1 and  3 within  said  project 
in  accordance  with  said  Plan  will  tend  to  promote  the 
development  and  growth  of  the  buildings  and  real  estate 
located  within  Block  2 and  that  by  available  regulatory 
processes  or  by  the  ordinary  operations  of  private 
enterprise  said  parcels  are  and  will  be  desirable  or 
possible  for  normal  development  and  occupancy;  (f)  The 
public  utility  and  benefit  will  not  be  served  by  the 
final  adoption  of  said  Plan  and  said  Project,  in  that 
the  property  tax  base  now  available,  or  which  potentially 
might  be  available,  as  a result  of  the  existence  of 
private  ownership  and  private  enterprise  in  said  Block 
No.  2,  including  the  Real  Estate  and  other  parcels 
located  therein,  will  be  lost  by  the  development  as 
outlined  and  proposed  in  said  Plan  and  Project,  unless 
modified  to  except  therefrom  the  Real  Estate  and/or  all 
parcels  included  in  Block  No.  2 from  said  Project  and 
Plan;  (g)  Investigations,  studies,  and  surveys  upon 
which  the  Commission  has  relied  in  its  findings  that 
the  Real  Estate  and  other  parcels  located  within  said 
Block  No.  2 have  become  blighted,  deteriorated,  and 
deteriorating  to  such  extent  that  such  conditions 
cannot  be  corrected  by  regulatory  processes  or  by 
ordinary  operations  of  private  enterprise  without 
resorting  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  clearly  do  not 
support  such  findings  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act  and 
as  a matter  of  law;  (h)  Investigations,  studies,  and 
surveys  upon  which  the  Commission  has  relied  in  its 
findings  that  the  public  health  and  welfare  would  be 
benefited  by  the  urban  renewal  of  said  area  under  the 
provisions  of  said  Act  and  that  the  Real  Estate  and  other 
parcels  located  within  said  Block  2 constitute  a menace 
to  the  social  and  economic  interests  of  the  City  of 
Fort  Wayne  and  its  inhabitants,  clearly  do  not  support 
such  findings  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act  and  as  a 
matter  of  law;  (i)  The  Project  and  Plan,  insofar  as 
it  includes  the  Real  Estate  and  other  parcels  located 
within  said  Block  No.  2,  are  not  designed  to  serve  the 
interests  of  the  City  of  Fort  Wayne  and  its 
inhabitants,  both  from  the  standpoint  of  human  needs 
and  economic  values  or  that  the  public  health  and 


welfare  would  be  benefited  by  the  urban  renewal 
of  all  areas  described  within  said  Project,  and 
in  particular  the  Real  Estate  and  other  parcels 
included  within  said  Block  No.  2.  Wherefore, 

Remonstrator  petitions  the  Fort  Wayne  Redevelopment 
Commission  to  except  from  the  Civic  Center  Renewal 
Project  and  the  Urban  Redevelopment  Plan,  Parcel  No. 

4 and/or  all  parcels  located  within  Block  No.  2 as 
described  in  the  Property  Owners  Map,  Civic  Center 
Renewal  Project,  being  part  of  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan 
adopted  by  the  Fort  Wayne  Redevelopment  Commission 
as  described  in  Declaratory  Resolution  No.  77-38  of 
said  Redevelopment  Commission,  except  the  Embassy 
Theatre  parcel  and  the  attached  building  on  the 
southeast  corner  of  Harrison  and  Jefferson  Streets, 
and  modify  said  Plan  and  Project  accordingly.  Duly 
signed  and  acknowledged,  Clifford  Salk.  Ladies  and 
Gentlemen  of  the  Commission,  we  would  like  to  tender 
for  filing  here  this  evening  a copy  of  said  written 
remonstrance.  Now,  I do  not  intend  to  go  through  the 
next  written  remonstrance  entirely.  I will  simply 
start  it  off  and  sufficiently  describe  the  same. 
Remonstrance  To  The  Civic  Center  Renewal  Project 
Described  In  Declaratory  Resolution  No.  77-38  Of  The 
Fort  Wayne  Redevelopment  Commission.  The  undersigned. 
Premium  Beauty  Service,  Inc.,  by  its  President,  Thomas 
W.  Reilly  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  "Remonstrator") , 
owner  of  Parcels  No.  6 and  7 in  Block  No.  2 as  described 
in  the  Property  Owners  Map,  Civic  Center  Renewal  Project, 
being  a part  of  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan  adopted  by  the 
Fort  Wayne  Redevelopment  Commission  as  described  in 
Declaratory  Resolution  No.  77-38  of  said  Redevelopment 
Commission  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  ’’Real  Estate"), 
does  hereby  remonstrate  against  said  Urban  Redevelopment 
Plan  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  "Plan")  and  the  Civic 
Center  Renewal  Project  (hereinafter  referred  to  as 
"Project")  embodied  therein,  and  petitions  said  Fort 
Wayne  Redevelopment  Commission  (hereinafter  referred 
to  as  "Commission")  to  modify  said  Plan  and  Project 
as  hereinafter  provided,  for  the  following  reasons  and 
upon  the  following  basis:  (a)  Remonstrator  is  both 

interested  in  and  affected  by  said  Plan  and  said  Project 
in  that  it  is  a taxpayer  of  the  special  taxing  district 
in  which  said  Project  is  located;  it  owns  Real  Estate 
affected  by  said  Project  and  which  is  to  be  acquired 
by  said  Commission  if  said  Plan  is  finally  adopted  in 
its  present  form;  and  it  operates  a business  or  businesses 
from  and  presently  occupies  a portion  of  said  Real 
Estate.  Now,  we  herein  incorporate  by  references. 
Paragraphs  b through  i of  the  previous  remonstrance 
read  into  this  record.  Wherefore,  Remonstrator 
petitions  the  Fort  Wayne  Redevelopment  Commission  to 
except  from  the  Civic  Center  Renewal  Project  and  the 
Urban  Redevelopment  Plan,  Parcels  No.  6 and  7 and/or 
all  parcels  located  within  Block  No.  2 as  described  in 
the  Property  Owners  Map,  Civic  Center  Renewal  Project, 
being  part  of  the  Urban  Redevelopment  Plan  adopted  by 
the  Fort  Wayne  Redevelopment  Commission  as  described 
in  Declaratory  Resolution  No.  77-38  of  said  Redevelopment 
Commission,  except  the  Embassy  Theatre  parcel  and  the 
attached  building  on  the  southeast  corner  of  Harrison 


and  Jefferson  Streets,  and  modify  said  Plan  and 
Project  accordingly.  Signed  by  Thomas  W.  Reilly, 
President  of  Premium  Beauty  Service,  Inc.,  and 
duly  acknowledged.  We  herewith  tender  for  filing 
a copy  of  the  remonstrance  we  have  just  read  into 
the  records.  Now  gentlemen,  a lot  of  the  people 
here  this  evening  obviously  have  come  because  of 
the  civic  center,  parking  garage,  and  the  proposed 
hotel.  We  endorse  those  projects  wholeheartedly. 

Fort  Wayne  needs  this.  We  commend  you  on  that 
portion  of  the  plan  which  you  have  developed.  However, 
it  is  interesting  to  know  that  the  gentleman  that 
described  the  plan  for  us  this  evening  made  reference 
to  the  civic  center,  the  parking  garage,  and  the  hotel, 
and  he  indicated  that  what  is  planned  for- -what  he 
described  as  the  third  block,  which  is,  in  fact, 

Block  2,  that  we’ve  described  in  our  remonstrance -- is 
perhaps  a botanical  garden  or  a conservatory,  if  that 
should  pan  out.  He  said  perhaps  that  property  over 
there  could  be  used  for  parking  if  nothing  else.  Now, 

I submit  to  you  that  the  Redevelopment  Commission  does 
not  have  a specific  plan  for  the  development  of  that 
Block  No.  2,  of  if  the  Commission  does,  they  certainly 
have  not  made  it  known  to  the  public  heretofore.  I 
question  whether  or  not  the  Commission  really  needs  to 
include  in  this  project  in  this  plan  all  of  the  parcels 
in  Block  2,  except,  of  course,  for  the  Embassy  Theatre 
and  the  building  which  is  attached  thereto.  We  ask 
the  Commission  to  except  from  its  proposed  plan  and 
project  and  modify  its  plan  accordingly  to  remove  from 
this  Urban  Redevelopment  Plan  all  of  the  parcels  of 
real  estate  located  in  Block  2 with  the  exception  of, 
as  I say,  the  Embassy  and  the  building  attached  thereto. 
We  thank  you.  Ladies  and  Gentlemen. 

Mr.  Weinraub:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Cappelli.  Any  other  speakers  for  or 

against  the  project? 

Mr.  Detweiler:  Mr.  Chairman,  my  name  is  Ted  Detweiler,  and  I am 

President  of  the  Association  of  Independent  Voters. 

On  behalf  of  this  Association,  we,  at  the  present 
time,  cannot  support  the  revitalization  of  downtown 
Fort  Wayne  until  certain  questions  concerning  this 
project  are  fully  and  completely  answered.  Following 
is  a summary  of  the  questions  we  feel  should  be  fully 
explained  to  the  Fort  Wayne  community  before  such  an 
undertaking  is  started:  (1)  Since  the  City  has 

recently  experienced  problems  in  compiling  the  City 
budget  due  to  the  limited  amount  of  revenue,  how  much 
of  a strain  will  the  downtown  revitalization  project 
have  on  future  City  budgets?  (2)  What  percentage  of 
funding  will  come  from  federal  financing,  private,  and 
the  City  of  Fort  Wayne?  (3)  What  are  the  ramifications 
and  effects  upon  pursuing  future  annexation  plans  in 
the  fringe  areas  pertaining  to  furnishing  the  basic 
services  required  in  these  areas  such  as  police,  fire, 
sewer,  waste,  street,  light  maintenance,  and  garbage 
disposal?  (4)  What  will  be  the  incurred  loss  of 
property  tax  revenue,  by  the  City,  assuming  ownership 
of  this  property?  (5)  What  will  be  the  cost  to  the 
taxpayers  of  the  community  for  the  ongoing  operation 
and  maintenance  of  this  complex?  (6)  What  impact  will 
the  revitalization  project  have  on  future  conditions 


concerning  the  present  street  situation  and 
future  traffic  congestion?  The  Association  of 
Independent  Voters  is  not  against  revitalizing 
Fort  Wayne  inasmuch,  but  we  feel  that  there  are 
certain  questions  that  the  community  should  be 
told  through  the  media  concerning  these  questions 
that  we  have  presented  here  this  evening.  Thank 
you . 

Mr.  Weinraub:  Thank  you.  Any  other  people  that  would  like  to 

speak? 

Ms.  Anderson:  My  name  is  Karen  Anderson.  I live  in  the  west -end. 

I am  President  of  A.R.C.H.,  Inc.  A.R.C.H.  is  Fort 
Wayne’s  historic  preservation  group.  We  are  a broad- 
based  citizen  organization.  We  would  like  to  add  our 
endorsement  to  the  Redevelopment  Commission's  efforts 
and  to  commend  the  Commission  on  their  downtown  plan. 

We  further  commend  their  efforts  to  preserve  and 
enhance  the  very  best  aspects  of  downtown  as  it  is, 
while  improving  those  less-desirable  aspects.  We 
would  like  to  request  briefly  that  the  Commission 
allow  A.R.C.H.  to  review  any  plans  that  directly 
reflect  the  Embassy  Theatre/ Indiana  Hotel  complex. 

As  the  Commission  knows,  the  Embassy  is  on  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places  and  thus  plans  affecting 
it  are  of  great  concern  to  A.R.C.H.  We  feel  that 
such  a review  of  plans  by  A.R.C.H.  will  be  of  benefit 
to  the  Redevelopment  Commission.  We  urge  the  Commission 
to  alter  their  plans  to  include  such  a review.  Thank 
you. 

Mr.  Weinraub:  Thank  you  very  much. 

Dr.  Salk:  I’m  Dr.  Salk.  I’m  not  a speaker,  so  you  will  have  to  bear 

with  me.  I understand  this  is  a public  hearing- - 
ino therwords , the  public  can  ask  questions  of  the 
Commissioners  and  that  you  are  following  a certain  type 
of  act  to  redevelop  this  area  and  certain  procedures  to 
follow  and  this  is  one  of  them  tonight,  but  that  we  can 
ask  questions  and  have  them  answered  by  you  members  of 
the  Commission.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Weinraub:  That  is  true. 

Dr.  Salk:  What  I am  concerned  about  mostly,  I think,  has  been 

explained  by  Mr.  Cappelli  already.  I'm  in  this  block 
right  here  (he  pointed  to  the  green  area  on  the  Illustrative 
Site  Plan  Map)  in  the  green- -No.  2,  and  there  is  a lot  of 
other  good  businesses  in  that  block  that  I've  spoken  with 
and  that  are  real  concerned  about  this  whole  thing, 
naturally.  There’s  a lot  of  questions  that  come  up- -a  lot 
of  hearsay.  So,  I figured  this  is  a good  chance  to  get 
some  questions  answered  from  you  and  they  would  be  the 
right  answers,  so  that  we  will  all  know.  They  did  mention 
something  about  the  gardens  and  that  is  not  approved  yet. 

Is  that  right,  or  what  is  the  approval  on  the  gardens? 

Mr.  Turk:  The  status  of  the  botanical  garden  and  conservatory  is 

that  the  private  foundations  have  expressed  interest  in 
that  particular  site,  and  it  seems  reasonable  from  our 
point  of  view  that  this  would  make  an  excellent  site  in  the 
location  and  in  relation  to  the  civic  center  and  parking 
garage.  Aside  from  that,  there  is  a documented  need  for 
additional  parking  for  that  area  for  the  surrounding  uses 
indicated  there  and  to  give  further  support  to  existing 


retail  just  north  of  that.  Therefore,  that  block  is 
included  for  basically  civic/commercial  uses.  What  Mr. 
Shuster  pointed  out  is  that  it  is  our  hope  it  will  become 
the  conservatory  site  and  in  the  event  it  cannot,  then 
we  will  garner  some  of  the  additional  parking  spaces  we 
need  along  that  particular  site.  Otherwise,  we  will  have 
to  find  another  location  or  add  to  the  structured  parking 
proposed  across  from  Summit  Square, 

Dr.  Salk:  Inotherwords , you  really  don't  have  a definite  use  for  it 

right  now.  It  is  still  unpurchased  property,  right? 

Mr.  Turk:  I would  say,  the  question  of  definite  use  is  already  cleared 

up.  We  have  shown  it  as  considered  to  be  used  for  public 
benefit . 

Dr.  Salk:  When  you  mention  parking,  I want  to  ask  the  Commission  if 

they  realize  how  much  of  that  block  right  now  is  parking 
already?  You  wouldn't  think  that  possibly  a private 
developer- - that  is,  private  people-- like  Mrs.  Keenan  owns 
a quarter  of  the  block  which  is  parking.  She  might  be 
interested  in  putting  a parking  lot  there  at  a later  date, 
since  there  already  is  considerable  parking  in  the  block. 

I don't  know  if  everybody  realizes  it  or  not,  but  this 
is  completely  parking  here,  which  is  Keenan's,  and  then 
Ross'  own  a parking  lot  all  the  way  back  to  the  alley  in 
this  block  (he  referred  to  the  Illustrative  Site  Plan  Map) 
which  leaves.  . . You  already  got  a quarter  of  block 
parking,  so  it  is  kind-of  questionable  to  me  about  the  site 
used  for  parking  when  there  is  already  a lot  of  parking 
there.  I certainly  think  it  would  be  a good  investment 
for  people  that  already  own  that  property  to  put  their  own 
parking  in  there,  if  it  would  benefit  everybody.  I want 
to  make  this  point--that  from  this  area  where  the  Embassy 
is  all  the  way  around  this  corner  (he  referred  to  the 
Illustrative  Site  Plan  Map)  there  are  businesses  that  have 
been  in  this  town  for  years.  In  fact,  there  is  only  one 
building  in  there--it  is  controlled  by  Solomon.  He  is  an 
attorney  in  this  town.  Defective  at  this  time,  about  six 
months  ago  it  was  being  leased  by  Lincoln  Life.  There  is 
another  building  in  there  that  is  controlled  right  about 
in  the  middle  of  the  block  in  front  of  the  alley  that  is 
owned  by  Ross',  and  that  has  already  been  planned  to  have 
that  torn  down.  That  is  under  private  development  too. 

So  you  would  have  additional  parking  in  that  block  already. 
In  fact,  that  project  was  stopped  just  as  soon  as  it  was 
learned  that  this  was  going  to  be  purchased  by  the  City. 

So,  we  have  considerable  parking  that  may  be  in  that  area 
anyway.  I am  questioning  the  Commission's  thoughts  on 
taking  out  good  businesses  that  have  been  there  for  years 
and  established  in  that  block,  considering  there  is  only 
one  building  that  is  vacant  at  this  time,  and  they  have 
all  been  occupied  almost  to  the  100%  in  square  footage  for 
many  years.  I just  question  the  thoughts  behind  the 
Commission  on  their.  . . Well,  it  just  doesn't  seem  quite 

logical.  I want  to  see  some  logic  behind  it,  you  see. 

I'm  a property  owner  there.  I know  that  act  you  are 
following  and  you  are  compelled  to  follow,  as  I understand. 
It  means  that  you  can  purchase  properties  that  are  blighted. 
Now,  I know  there  is  a big  definition  about  blighted--a 
paragraph  in  small  print.  When  I look  at  my  property  and 
some  of  the  other  properties  in  the  block,  it  is  pretty 
hard  to  put  that  point  across  that  our  area  is  blighted. 


I want  to  ask  a question- -is  there  any  way  by  law 
that  the  Commission  can  buy  properties  that  aren  t 

blighted? 

Mr.  Turk:  I think  the  act  refers  to  blighted  areas,  not  blighted 

individual  properties. 


Dr.  Salk:  Well,  uh  . . . 


Mr.  Weinraub:  Does  that  answer  your  question? 

Dr.  Salk:  That  answers  that  question  about  area.  I am  questioning, 

how  did  you  determine  that  this  was  a blighted  are  . 

Mr  Turk:  The  determination  was  made  on  the  basis  of  actiiai  field 

surveys  and  data  gathered  for  this  project  which  would 
fare  the  Commission’s  Declaratory  Resolution.  it  is 
clear  fro“  data  of  the  Commission,  that  the  particular 
area  qualifies  as  a blighted  area  under  the  act,  and  this 
is  various  categories - -occupancy , age,  obsolescence, 
cessation  of  growth,  lack  of  development,  det^0£^°is 
Then  we  must  consider  the  positive  factors,  and  th 
public  benefit.  And,  in  terms  of  planning 

we  need  to  change  the  use  and  environment  around  this  larg 
scale  pro  ect  for  this  small  area.  It  becomes  a pretty 
compelling  reason  for  the  Commission  to  consider  acquisition 
an d? change  of  use  and  adoption  of  the  Declaratory  Resoluti 

Dr.  Salk:  Will  this  information  be  given  to  us? 


Mr.  Weinraub: 


It  is  a matter  of  public  record.  You  are  able  to  get 
all  the  information  you  like.  You  are  welcome  to  come 
up  to  our  offices  and  see  any  laws  or  how  this  is 
planned  as  much  as  you  like. 


Dr  Salk*  Well,  in  determining  a blighted  area,  you  are  saying  you 
determined  the  whole  three  blocks  as  a blighted  area.  T 
your  are!  you  are  considering.  You  didn't  break  it  down 
into  blocks,  you  mean. 


That’s 


Mr.  Turk:  Our  data  is  broken  down  into  blocks. 

Mr.  Weinraub:  You  are  welcome  to  see  that  any  time  you  like. 

Dr.  Salk:  You  are  including  the  entire  block  of  No.  2 you  broke 

down  as  a blighted  area.  Right. 


Mr.  Weinraub: 


We  are  not  including  the  whole  area.  We  are 
eliminating  the  Embassy  Theatre  and  the  building 
attached  thereto. 


Dr.  Salk: 


On  the  block,  you  are  considering 
parking  lots  there  and  businesses 
Theatre  on  down  to  Lewis  Street  as 


the  blighted  area  those 
that  go  from  the  Embassy 
a blighted  area. 


Mr.  Turk: 
Dr . Salk : 


Yes,  basically  that  is  so. 

You  are  taking  into  consideration  the  square  foot  of  usage 
in  these  buildings , is  that  right? 


Mr.  Turk:  The  technical  consideration  for  the  use  of  the  buildings 

the  condition  of  the  buildings. 


Dr.  Salk: 


Dr.  Salk: 

Number  of  employees? 

Mr.  Turk: 

Not  number  of  employees. 

Dr.  Salk: 

I employ  11  to  13--it  is  a 4-man  dental  clinic  in  that 
block.  There  is  Premium  Beauty  Supply  and  the  College. 
These  are  the  employees  that  I am  talking  about.  These 
are  the  people  that  make  their  living  in  that  block. 

Mr.  Weinraub:  Any  more  questions.  Doctor? 


Dr.  Salk: 

Yes,  I do  have  some  more  questions.  During  the  course 
of  the  Commission's  investigation  into  Block  No.  2,  was 
there  any  attempt  made  to  determine  what  plans,  if  any, 
the  present  property  owners  may  have  for  future  upgrading 
of  their  properties  in  this  block,  especially  in  the 
convention  center  and  these  other  adjacent  two  blocks? 

Mr.  Weinraub:  There  was  no  formal  inquiry  made  along  those  lines. 


Dr.  Salk: 

So,  you  are  aware  that  there  were  some  buildings  scheduled 
to  be  torn  down  in  that  block  already? 

Mr.  Weinraub:  No,  we  weren’t. 


Mr.  Turk: 

In  the  appraisal  of  the  properties,  and  also  in  your 
property,  where  we  were  able  to  do  surveys  - -one , in 
particular,  we  were  not  permitted  in,  and  I believe  that 
was  yours.  Dr.  Salk--we  tried  to  determine  the  types  of  use 
and  any  recent  improvements  made  to  the  building. 

Dr.  Salk: 

This  was  part  of  your  investigation  before  you  considered 
this  block? 

Mr.  Turk: 

Before  the  Declaratory  Resolution  was  approved. 

Dr.  Salk: 

Do  you  have  any  employees  here  that  made  those  investigations 
Were  they  on-site  investigations,  and  how  did  they  do  this? 

Mr.  Turk: 

Investigations  were  conducted  by  a member  of  our  staff  and 
a registered  architect--a  member  of  our  Commission  staff 
who  is  a professional  planner. 

Dr.  Salk: 

I don’t  believe  I was  ever  contacted  by  anyone. 

Mr . Turk : 

You  were  contacted.  Our  records  show  it,  and  they  also 
show  that  you  would  not  allow  them  in  to  inspect  your 
property . 

Dr.  Salk: 

You  have  those  records  available  for  us? 

Mr.  Turk: 

We  do,  although  I recollect  as  well  ...  As  I mentioned 
to  you  on  your  return,  which  resulted  in  allowing  our 
appraisers  in  the  property,  and  I have  also  been  to  your 
property . 

Dr.  Salk: 

Yes,  but  wasn’t  this  after  the  Commission  had  already 
decided  to  use  this  property  as  part  of  their  development 
plan? 

Mr.  Turk: 

I don’t  know  whether  that  was  before  or  after  or  subsequent 
to  the  Declaratory  Resolution.  I believe  it  was  before. 

Dr.  Salk: 

Well,  I don’t  think  it  was  before. 

Mr.  Turk: 

Well,  this  is  not  a form  for  arguing.  Why  don't  you  just 
stick  to  your  questions. 

Dr.  Salk: 

Then  by  law  or  by  this  act,  doesn’t  the  Commission  . . . 

what * is  your  responsibility  to  relocate  these  businesses 
that  are  in  that  block? 

Mr.  Turk: 

Our  responsibilities  flow  from  a 1970  federal  act  which 
covers  fair  acquisition  policies  and  uniform  relocation 
policies.  That  is  the  act  we  are  operating  under.  To  be 
more  specific,  we  are  obligated  to  provide  financial 
assistance,  to  provide  assistance  in  assisting  any 
dislocated  person  or  business  m finding  a new  location. 
These  benefits  have  been  extravagant  on  our  most  recent 
project,  West  Main  Street.  They  allow  for  reimbursement 
to  move,  reimbursement  for  certain  physical  changes  in 
new  property  that  the  business  would  have  to  make  in  order 
to  start  their  new  operation,  and  usually  the  way  these 
benefits  work  is  most  useful.  The  objective  of  the 
relocation  obligations  and  financial  assistance  is 
put  business  back  whole--into  business  and  operating.  This 
involves  conditionally  financial  assistance  on  finding  a 
new  location  and  some  assistance  in  helping  you  plan  your 
move.  I might  mention  that  actual  limits  on  this  fal 
presently  at  $100,000. 

Dr.  Salk: 

What  have  you  done  so  far  in  the  way  of  trying  to  at 
locations  for  these  businesses,  especially  the  ones  that 
want  to  stay  in  the  downtown  area? 

Mr . Turk : 

At  this  point,  until  the  Plan  is  adopted,  we  feel  that  we 
should  not  exercise  any  relocation _ assistance  because 
until  that  Plan  is  adopted  no  one  is  eligible  for  the _ 
benefits,  and  we  do  not  wish  to  disturb  tenants  of  existing 
landlords  or  landlords  until  that  Plan  is  legally  adopted 
by  this  Commission.  We  are  not  required  to  extend 
relocation  services  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Rood: 

noctor  I'd  suggest  you  talk  to  some  of  the  people  in--say 
the  West  Main  Street  area- -which  we  moved  for  the  senior 
center  I thought  the  relocation  payments  were  very 

generous  myself  Now.  I would  think  if  you  talked  to  some 

of  them  you  might  be  reassured  that  you  would  be  moved, 
which  would  beginconvenient,  but  that  financially  you  would 

not  be  hurt. 

Dr.  Salk: 

Well  you  see,  the  problem  is  we  have  a hearing  now  to  ask 
questions  and  to  remonstrate  against  this,  but  up  till  this 
point,  no  one  has  offered  any  monies  or  any  figures. 

Mr.  Weinraub:  We  are  not  allowed  to  offer  any  money  at  this  particular 


time  . 

Dr.  Salk: 

I know  you’re  not. 

Mr.  Rood: 

I think  if  you  come  into  the  office  that  Mr.  Turk  could 
give  you  some  idea  what  the  law  provides. 

Dr.  Salk:  I have  asked  Mr.  Turk  time -and- again . 


Mr . Turk : 

Well,  I don't  want  to  get  into  any  argument,  but  you  will 
recall  there  was  a two  or  three  hour  meeting  at  your  office 
with  your  attorney  present  where  I tried  to  make  clear  the 
types  of  benefits  that  were  available  to  you.  Councilman 
Nuckols  was  also  with  me  at  the  time. 

Dr.  Salk: 

You  see,  there  is  an  extreme  interest  in  this  and  how 
you  are  handling  this  now.  No  one  has  received  a figure 
on  these  properties  that  are  going  to  be  purchased. 

Mr.  Turk: 

That  is  right.  No  one  has.  Many  of  the  appraisals  are  not 
complete.  Nor  has  this  Commission  had  the  opportunity  to 
review  the  appraisals  and  set  figures,  and  that  may  explain 
why  you  haven't  heard  figures.  Once  the  project  is 
approved,  we  can  then  consider  appraisals,  establish  fair 
market  value  on  the  basis  of  those  and  begin  to  make 
offerings  to  those  property  owners . 

Dr.  Salk: 

You're  talking  about  fair  market  value  on  buildings,  bricks, 
and  mortar,  etc.  How  about  ...  is  there  anything 
allowed  to  issue  to  compensate  these  businesses  for  doing 
anything  on  their  business  loss  for  moving? 

Mr . Turk : 

What  do  you  mean  "business  loss"? 

Dr.  Salk: 

Well,  say,  for  instance,  there  are  some  businesses  in 
that  block  that  it  is  inevitable  they  should  stay  right 
downtown  within  a two  block  area--it  is  going  to  affect 
their  business  tremendously  if  they  don't  . . . 

Mr.  Turk: 

And? 

Dr.  Salk: 

And,  say  the  Palace  Cafe  . . . 

Mr . Turk : 

Are  you  representing  the  Palace  Cafe? 

Dr.  Salk: 

I'm  asking  a question.  If  the  Palace  Cafe  has  to  move, 
you  say  you  want  to  relocate  them,  you  haven't  said 
anything  about  where  you  are  going  to  relocate  this 
Palace  Cafe- -you  don't  know,  you  can't  give  answers.  But, 
is  there  going  to  be  any  business  compensation  given  to 
the  Palace  Cafe  if  he  moves  on  State  Street  and  a year 
after  that  he  goes  out  of  business? 

Mr . Turk : 

You’re  speculating  quite  a bit.  I've  outlined  the  law 
in  which  we  operate,  and  I'm  sure  your  attorney  can 
advise  you  further  on  that.  I've  told  you  what  our 
obligations  are.  I've  given  you  statutory  reference, 
and  I think  it  is  not  proper  here  to  speculate  on  some 
other  person's  business  and  what  his  situation  is. 

Mr.  Rood: 

Well,  I would  like  to  again  make  comment  that  on  this 
West  Main  Street  area  there  were  two  blocks;  there  were 
a lot  of  businesses;  there  was  some  very  heavy  equipment 
in  there.  Everyone  accepted  our  offer.  We  did  not  have 
to  go  to  condemnation  proceedings  on  any  one  of  them,  and 
if  they  had  been  dissatisfied  and  unhappy,  they  would  have 
resisted  us  and  we'd  have  had  to  go  through  the  condemnations 
So,  I think  it  indicates  that  our  formula  is  a fair  one. 

Dr.  Salk: 

Well,  I run  a dental  clinic  where  it  is  understood  among 
the  dental  profession  that  if  this  office  is  to  be  moved 
some  place  it  could  be  shut  down  for  a matter  of  months . 
And,  no  matter  what  you  say  . . . well,  how  many  dental 

offices  or  clinics  have  you  moved?  What's  your  experience 
with  this  sort-of  thing? 

Mr.  Turk: 

Our  experience  has  been  this:  That  while  I have  not  moved 

a dental  clinic,  I have  moved  medical  offices,  and  the 
Commission  has  moved  large  industrial  and  light  industrial 
properties  which,  in  their  own  way,  I am  sure  have  some 
weird  complexity  to  a dental  clinic.  We've  moved  large 
scrap  yards--all  types  of  businesses,  and  I am  sure  that 
with  the  intelligence  that  you  have  in  running  your 
operation  and  the  consistency  in  this,  I don’t  see  any 
particular  reason  why  you  feel  there  will  be  a shut-down 
of  your  business  in  a period  of  months  or  even  weeks. 

Dr.  Salk: 

You  haven't  moved  a dental  clinic  or  dental  office,  right? 

Mr . Turk : 

I have  not  personally  moved  a dental  clinic. 

Mr.  Weinraub:  I’ve  helped  move  a dental  office. 


Dr.  Salk: 

If  we  are  shut-down  for  a matter  of  months  and  there  is 
a business  loss- -and  naturally  there  would  be--how  is  our 
business  compensated  for  it? 

Mr . Turk : 

I still  don't  understand  why  you  feel  so  strongly  that  you 
might  shut-down  for  a couple  of  months,  but  that  is  something 
I think  we  can  handle  during  relocation  planning.  With 
reference  to  your  problem  that  you  feel  you  are  going  to 
experience,  we  can  assist  you  by  working  with  you  on  the 
timing  of  your  business,  by  working  with  you  on  advance 
relocation  payments - -which  is  the  normal  practice  of  this 
Commiss ion- -and  we  will  work  that  out  with  you. 

Dr.  Salk: 

Well,  nevertheless,  I think  I am  in  a better  position  to  see 
if  that  would  be  shut-down  or  not  . . . and  you  said  you 
didn't  want  to  argue  with  me. 

Mr.  Weinraub:  We  are  not  here  to  argue  with  you.  We  are  just  here 


to  answer  your  questions  and  see  that  you  are  informed 
of  what  the  Redevelopment  Commission  is  doing,  and  you 
have  every  right  to  feel  any  way  you  want  to  feel  for 
or  against.  We  are  here  to  help  you.  If  this  property 
is  taken  and  the  Commission  does  accept  this  project, 
we  are  here  to  help  you  as  much  and  to  a degree  as  we 
possibly  can. 

Dr.  Salk: 

Okay,  what  I want  to  know  ...  I know  now  that  you  are 
not  obligated  to  by  law  to  compensate  these  businesses  in 
any  way  for  any  business  loss,  is  that  true? 

Mr.  Turk: 

We  are  not  purchasing  the  business.  We  are  purchasing  the 
real  estate.  Where  regulations  permit,  where  personal 
property  cannot  be  purchased,  it  can  be  compensated  for 
through  relocation  payments  which  we  have  indicated  and 
Mr.  Rood  has  indicated  can  be  quite  substantial.  And, 
under  the  regulations  where  an  individual  business  qualifies 
for  these  payments,  we  will  make  every  effort  to  see  that 
the  business  gets  compensated  fairly. 

Dr.  Salk: 

What  law  is  it? 

Mr.  Turk: 

As  I think  I mentioned  before,  the  Uniform  Relocation  Act 
of  1970. 

Dr.  Salk: 

Is  this  the  same  law  that  restricts  you  from  revealing 
your  offers  to  purchase? 

Mr . Turk : 
Dr.  Salk: 
Mr.  Turk: 


No,  it  is  not  the  same  law. 

Is  there  another  law  that  restricts  you,  I know  . . . 

Reviewing  the  offer  for  purchase?  We  make  the  offer  to 
purchase  . . . 


Dr.  Salk:  What  I am  asking  . . . what  law  is  it  that  restricts  you 

from  revealing  your  purchase  price  from  these  property 
owners  before  the  public  hearing? 


Mr.  Weinraub:  Doctor,  I think  I can  answer  that  question.  I don’t 

know  if  there  is  a law  or  not.  I am  not  acquainted 
with  a law,  but  we  can't  reveal  the  prices  that  the 
appraisers  make  on  the  properties  until  they  are 
reviewed  and  then  made  public  to  the  Commission  at 
a Commission  meeting,  which  you  are  welcome  to  come 
to.  We  have  to  accept  the  plans  first  before  we  can 
go  further  into  this,  and  then  we  are  able  to  go 
further  into  what  we  have  to  pay  and  the  properties 
are  appraised  for.  At  this  particular  time.  Step 
No.  1 is  to  accept  or  defeat  the  proposed  plan.  Then 
we  go  from  there.  We  have  not  finished  the  appraisals 
of  all  the  properties  as  yet.  Now,  maybe  your  block 
and  one  other  block  has  been  done,  but  there  is  also  . . 

I don't  think  the  third  block  has  been  done,  and  when 
all  those  are  done- -they  are  done  by  three  qualified 
appraisers  . . . 

Mr.  Turk:  Let  me  try  and  briefly  answer  your  question  why  the  prices 

are  not  known- -because  the  prices  haven't  been  set. 

Mr.  Rood:  We  have  two  M.A.I.  appraisers  who  are  qualified  professionals 

They  come  in  and  if  there  is  any  great  variance  in  them, 
we  have  a third  review  appraiser  who  reviews  them.  On  the 
basis  of  those  appraisals  we  must  make  an  offer. 

Dr.  Salk:  You  can  understand  my  intention  with  the  importance  of  the 

public  hearing  after  you  have  made  your  offers  to  these 
property  owners  because  after  all,  the  public  hearing  is 
most  important- -probably  to  the  people  that  are  directly 
involved.  I mean,  there  is  not  a property  owner  down 
there  that  . . . 


Mr.  Weinraub:  I hate  to  disagree  with  you,  but  that  just  isn't  the 

way  the  law  works.  We  have  to  have  a public  hearing 
first.  Mr.  Turk  has  been  telling  you  what  that  law 
is,  and  we  have  to  go  by  it.  Our  attorney  will  show 
you  the  law,  if  you  would  like  to  see  it.  We  have  to 
go  by  the  letter  of  the  law,  and  the  first  thing  we  have 
to  do  is  to  have  a public  hearing. 

Mr.  Robinson  referred  to  the  State  Statutes  of  the  Redevelopment  Law 

and  explained  the  process  to  Dr.  Salk. 

Mr.  Cappelli:  You  certainly  do  not  need  to  explain  to  Dr.  Salk  and 

me  the  law.  I submit  to  you  gentlemen  that  if  you 
haven't  acquired  the  appraisals  at  this  point  on  these 
properties,  then  you  haven't  complied  with  the  Statute. 
The  Statute  requires  . . . 

Mr.  Weinraub:  Mr.  Cappelli,  we  have  the  appraisals  on  those 

particular  two  blocks.  They  haven't  been  reviewed  by 
the  third  appraiser  yet.  Do  you  understand  how  that 
works  ? 


Mr.  Cappelli: 


Well,  I understand  that  you  are  required  to  get  two 
appraisers  on  each  of  the  properties  involved  in  the 
Urban  Redevelopment  Project.  As  a matter  of  fact,  you 
set  forth  in  your  resolution  to  the  City  Council  and 
adopted  by  the  City  Plan  Commission  exactly  what  you 
expect  will  be  required  to  purchase  those  properties-- 
some  $3,000,000  for  the  acquisition  of  parcels  in  this 
Urban  Redevelopment  Project.  Now,  when  you  suggest 
to  Dr.  Salk  that  you  haven't  even  got  these  appraisals 
yet,  gentlemen,  I don't  think  you  are  being  candid 
with  him. 

Mr.  Turk:  No  one  said  that,  Mr.  Cappelli.  I said  the  appraisals, 

most  of  which  have  been  completed  at  this  point,  are  in 
our  office,  that  they  have  not  been  reviewed  finally,  that 
they  will  not  go  to  the  Commission  until  this  plan  is 
passed  and  we  are  in  a position  to  where  after  review  we 
can  recommend  fair  market  value  to  be  established.  Now, 
the  idea  of  confusing  the  making  of  an  offer  with  the 
adoption  of  the  plan  is  simply  irrelevant. 

Mr.  Cappelli:  Well,  I understand,  gentlemen,  why  you  haven't  made 

any  offers  here.  As  a matter  of  fact,  the  Statute 
says  such  appraisals  shall  be  solely  for  the  information 
of  the  Commissioners  and  shall  not  be  open  for  public 
inspection.  That's  what  the  law  says,  gentlemen.  Now, 
when  you  say  to  Dr.  Salk  that,  in  fact,  you  don't  have 
this  information,  you  can't  give  it  to  him,  let's  tell 
him  why  you  can't  give  it  to  him- -because  the  Statute 
doesn't  permit.  Let's  not  suggest  to  him  that  you  don't 
have  those  appraisals- - that  they  are  not  finalized.  As 
a matter  of  fact  . . . 

Mr.  Rood:  Mr.  Cappelli,  I have  not  seen  those  appraisals.  None  of 

the  Commissioners  have  seen  them.  We  have  to  see  them  and 
we  have  to  approve  them  before  any  offers  are  made.  Now, 
you  say  the  appraisers  have  not  looked  at  the  properties-- 
yes,  they  have  reported  to  him,  but  they  have  not  come  to  us 
as  a Commission. 

Mr.  Cappelli:  Mr.  Rood,  let  me  refresh  your  recollection  then  on  a 

resolution  that  this  Commission  adopted,  and  I cite 
verbatim:  "Whereas,  the  Commission  has  caused  a 

separate  appraisal  to  be  made  by  two  independent 
appraisers  of  the  fair  value  of  each  of  the  parcels 
to  be  acquired  and  the  Commission  now  finds  that  the 
estimated  cost  of  acquiring  the  property  in  the 
blighted,  deteriorated,  and  deteriorating  area, 
hereinafter  described,  determined  by  taking  of  the 
average  of  two  appraisals  is  not  to  exceed  $3,083,175." 
Now,  you  already  have  those  appraisals  - -you' ve  come  up 
with  a figure- -you  cited  that  in  the  resolution  that 
is  before  this  Commission  tonight.  Now,  I understand. 

I can  understand  why  Dr.  Salk  doesn't  understand  why 
this  information  cannot  be  made  available  to  him-- 
because  the  Statute  says  it  cannot  be  made  available 
to  him.  But,  I submit  to  you,  when  Dr.  Salk  asked  the 
question  you  should  be  candid  with  him  on  that  and 
explain  that  the  Statute  does  not  permit  the  revealing 
of  that  information,  not  that  you  don't  have  the 
appraisals  yet  or  you  don't  have  them  finalized.  You 
came  up  with  the  figure  for  the  City  Plan  Commission. 

You  came  up  with  a figure  for  the  City  Council. 


Mr.  Turk:  I don't  disagree  with  you  in  terms  of  that,  Mr.  Cappelli. 

You  are  correct  on  that. 

Mr.  Cappelli:  I am  correct  on  that  point? 

Mr.  Turk:  Yes,  the  Statute  says  this. 

Mr.  Cappelli:  Okay,  I think  that's  what  Dr.  Salk  was  asking,  and  I 

think  that  is  a clear  answer  to  that  question. 

Dr.  Salk:  I have  one  other  question  ...  or  two,  or  three,  I don't 

know  which.  And,  again  I apologize  for  my  inadequacies 
up  here.  I'm  not  a speaker.  I'm  trying  to  get  some 
information,  and  I want  some  answers.  I've  been  thinking 
about  relocating  just  as  well  as  everybody  else  down  there. 

I want  to  stay  downtown,  and  it  is  vital  to  me  that  I stay 
within  a couple  of  blocks  from  my  area  right  where  I am  at. 
Nobody  wants  to  sell  anything  around  there  now.  I don't 
know  what  the  property  value  is  now.  Now,  they  came  in 
and  appraised  our  property  some  month  or  two  months  ago. 

Since  then  there  has  been  considerable  change,  and  I am 
sure  by  the  time  that  the  purchase  is  going  to  be  made  by 
the  City  there  will  be  even  more  change.  Now,  my  question 
is  considering  the  value  of  the  real  estate  in  the  adjacent 
areas- -course  I'm  the  one  that  has  to  relocate.  I don't 
see  as  I'm  going  to  get  much  help  other  than  a money  play 
from  the  City  to  move.  I'm  the  one  that  has  to  go  buy  some 
property  and  relocate  and  build.  Will  my  appraisals  on  my 
property  be  updated  at  that  time  to  true  and  present  value 
at  that  particular  time?  Will  they  be  updated? 

Mr.  Turk:  If  there  is  any  reason  to  update  such  as  you  suggested- - 

making  improvements  to  the  property  which  were  made  after 
the  appraisals  were  done- -we  will  have  our  appraisers  look 
at  those  improvements.  We  request  ordinarily,  as  we  have 
in  the  past,  that  the  owner  accompany  the  appraiser.  What 
you  tell  me  when  close  to  the  time  of  offer  is  that  you 
have  made  recent  improvements,  and  I will  send  the  appraisers 
over  there  to  see  what  changes  have  taken  place  in  the 
property . 

Dr.  Salk:  You  misunderstood  my  question.  The  question  is:  the 

properties  in  that  area  are  increasing  tremendously;  in 
fact,  a piece  of  property  on  Broadway  and  Jefferson  is 
priced  somewhere  in  the  area  of  $ 37 , 000 - $47 , 000- - surely 
no  more  than  $47,000.  They  upped  the  price  to  $67,000. 

This  is  just  within  a few  weeks,  and  the  same  thing  is 
going  on  right  down  on  Clinton  Street  and  if  you  want  to 
buy  anything  on  Harrison.  Now,  surely  my  property  must  be 
changing  too,  if  all  the  others  are.  I'm  going  to  have  to 
go  out  and  buy  a piece  of  property.  So,  what  I'm  saying 
is,  these  properties  are  really  going  up  in  price.  Are 
you  going  to  compensate  me  for  what  it  is  really  worth  at 
that  time?  Inotherwords , if  I were  to  put  my  property  up 
for  sale,  if  it  was  a parking  lot  back  there,  and  redevelop 
those  other  two  blocks- -and  everybody  knows  you're  going 
to  redevelop  those  two  blocks-- I put  it  up  for  sale,  what 
is  my  property  going  to  be  worth?  Are  you  going  to  give  a 
true  value  of  that  property  at  that  time,  so  that  I can 
go  out  and  buy  another  piece  of  property  in  that  same  area 
where  I am  at- -where  I have  already  been  for  years --for 
ten  years  I've  been  there? 


Mr.  Turk:  What  we  require  our  appraisers  to  do  is  estimate  fair  market 
value.  That  is  based  upon  competent  sale.  Now,  if  there 
is  a lag  of  time  whereby  the  appraisals  no  longer  are  a 
part  in  terms  of  market  data,  then  they  will  have  to  be 
updated  to  reflect  any  changes  in  the  market. 

Dr.  Salk:  Are  you  obligated  to  do  that? 

Mr.  Turk:  Yes,  we  are  obligated  to  pay  you  fair  market  value. 

Dr.  Salk:  Is  that  under  the  law  you  are  following? 

Mr.  Turk:  You  are  welcome  to  see  a copy  of  the  law  and  the  normal 

contract  that  we  use  for  the  appraisers  and  what  they  are 
to  make  findings  on  in  terms  of  establishing  market  value 
on  the  basis  of  comparable  properties  and  sales. 


Dr.  Salk:  Thank  you,  gentlemen. 


Mr.  Weinraub:  Is  there  anybody  else  who  would  like  to  speak  for  or 

against  the  Commission? 

Mr.  Metcalfe:  I’m  Edwin  Metcalfe,  Vice  President  of  the  Greater  Fort 

Wayne  Chamber  of  Commerce.  The  Metropolitan  Development 
Committee  has  resolved  the  central  resolution  across 
from  me.  The  Executive  Committee  and  the  Greater  Fort 
Wayne  Chamber  of  Commerce  Board  of  Directors  have 
approved,  as  endorsed  in  the  past  and  once  again  for 
the  record  re-endorses,  the  Civic  Center  Renewal  Project 
in  its  entirety.  We  have  no  prepared  statement  other 
than  that. 


Mr.  Weinraub:  Thank  you.  If  there  are  no  further  speakers  for  or 

against,  the  Commission  wishes  to  thank  all  of  you  for 
the  interest  you  have  shown  in  this  project.  The 
Commission  will  adjourn  the  public  hearing  and  consider 
the  comments  received.  We  will  consider  a motion  to 
adopt  Resolution  No.  77-48  at  the  Regular  Meeting  later 
this  evening.  Thank  you  very  much. 


Adjourned  for  5 minute  intermission. 

Let  the  record  be  noted  that  a letter  from  the  Embassy  Theatre  Foundation 
endorsing  the  Civic  Center  Renewal  Project  was  received  at  the  meeting 
and  a remonstrance  by  The  Palace  Cafe. 


Respectfully  submitted. 


Robert  W.  Hutner , Secretary 


CERTIFICATION 


I,  ROBERT  W.  HUTNER , Secretary  of  the  Fort  Wayne 
Redevelopment  Commission,  certify  that  the  foregoing  is  a 
transcript  of  proceedings  together  with  exhibits  which  were 
submitted  at  a public  hearing  conducted  before  the  Fort  Wayne 
Redevelopment  Commission  on  October  10,  1977,  concerning  the 
Civic  Center  Renewal  Project. 


FORT  WAYNE  REDEVELOPMENT  COMMISSION 


By 


Robti.  t w • nuuiei  , semetdiy 


MR.  CHAIRMAN: 


MY  NAME  IS  ROBERT  A.  MORROW,  AND  I AM  THE  PRESIDENT 
OF  THE  FORT  WAYNE/ALLEN  COUNTY  CONVENTION  AND  TOURISM  AUTHORITY. 

TONIGHT  I APPEAR  ON  BEHALF  OF  THAT  BODY  AND  WOULD  LIKE 
TO  ENDORSE  THE  CIVIC  CENTER  RENEWAL  PROJECT.  IT  IS  THE  BELIEF  OF 
THE  BOARD  THAT  I REPRESENT  THAT  THIS  PROJECT  WHICH  ALSO  COMPRISES 
THE  BUILDING  OF  A CONVENTION  AND  TOURISM  CENTER,  WILL  BE  OF  GREAT 
UTILITY  TO  THE  CITIZENS  OF  ALLEN  COUNTY  AND  THE  CITY  OF  FORT  WAYNE. 

IN  MY  CAPACITY  AS  PRESIDENT  OF  THE  CONVENTION  AND  TOURISM  AUTHORITY, 

I HAVE  HAD  OCCASION  TO  REVIEW  STUDIES  SUBMITTED  TO  OUR  AUTHORITY  IN 
CONNECTION  WITH  THE  PROJECT  THAT  WE  WANT  TO  UNDERTAKE  AND  THE 
RELATIONSHIP  OF  THAT  PROJECT  TO  THE  ENTIRE  AREA  THAT  IS  BEING 
CONSIDERED  HERE  TONIGHT. 

I BELIEVE  THE  APPROVAL  OF  THE  CIVIC  CENTER  RENEWAL  PROJECT 
AND  THE  COMMENCEMENT  OF  THE  BUILDING  PROGRAM  THAT  IS  PART  OF  SUCH 


PROJECT,  WILL  PROVIDE  THE  CITY  WITH  A GREATLY  NEEDED  FACILITY  FOR 


CONVENTION  MEETINGS  AND  FOR  PUBLIC  MEETINGS  IN  GENERAL.  THAT  SUCH 


A PROJECT  WILL  STOP  THE  SPREAD  OF  THE  BLIGHT  IN  THE  CENTER-CITY 


AND  ENHANCE  THE  CENTRAL  ECONOMIC  CORE  OF  DOWNTOWN  FORT  WAYNE  SO  THAT  THE 


AREA  COULD  AGAIN  BECOME  TAX-PRODUCING  INSTEAD  OF  TAX-CONSUMING.  THE 


PURPOSE  OF  THIS  RECOMMENDATION  IS  TO  SECURE  FOR  THE  CITIZENS  OF  ALLEN 


COUNTY  ALL  OF  THE  OPPORTUNITIES  AND  ADVANTAGES  THAT  NATURALLY  FLOW 


FROM  SUCH  A PROJECT.  OUR  COMMUNITY  IS  IN  THE  FACE  OF  GREAT  PROGRESS 


AND  ACCOMPLISHMENT.  THE  ONE  CONSOLIDATING  AND  COHESIVE  FACTOR  THAT  IS 


LACKING  IS  A COMMUNITY  CENTER  IN  A CENTRAL  CITY  RENEWAL  PROJECT. 


OUR  COMMUNITY  HAS  NEED  FOR  SUCH  A FACILITY  AND  PROJECT  AND  THEY  WILL 


MAKE  A STRONG  CONTRIBUTION  TO  THE  ECONOMIC  LIABILITY  OF  THE  CENTER. 
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ECONOMIC  IMPACT. 


THE  CIVIC  CENTER  RENEWAL  PROJECT  WHICH  INCLUDES  A CIVIC 

CENTER,  IN  ADDITION  TO  SERVING  OUR  COMMUNITY,  WE  MUST  RECOGNIZE 

THE  GREAT  POTENTIAL  IT  HAS  OF  ATTRACTING  PEOPLE  TO  FORT  WAYNE ; THE 

MILLIONS  OF  DOLLARS  CURRENTLY  SPENT  IN  FORT  WAYNE,  CREATE  JOBS, 

INCREASE  COMMUNITY  CASH  FLOW  AND  CONTRIBUTE  TO  OUR  TAX  BASE. 

COMMUNITY  CENTERS  HAVE  BEEN  ESTABLISHED  VERY  SUCCESSFULLY  IN  OTHER 

CITIES.  THE  SAME  WILL  BE  TRUE  HERE.  TANGIBLE  BENEFITS  THAT  WILL 

ACCRUE  IN  TERMS  OF  TAXES,  JOBS,  NEW  CONSTRUCTION,  NEW  FACILITIES, 

ARE  ONLY  A FEW  OF  THE  POSITIVE  EFFECTS  THAT  WE  VIZUALIZE  FOR  THE 

PROJECT. 

LOCATION. 

EVERY  LOGICAL  CONSIDERATION  POINTS  TO  THE  NEED  FOR  THE 

COMMUNITY  CENTER  TO  BE  LOCATED  IN  OUR  CENTRAL  CORE. 
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DOWNTOWN  PROVIDES  THE  NEEDED  VISIBILITY.  IT  IS  THE  MOST 


CONVENIENT  FOR  THE  COMMUNITY  AS  WELL  AS  TRAVELERS  ARRIVING  BY  CAR, 
PLANE  OR  TRAIN. 

THE  COMMUNITY  CENTER  MUST  BE  WITHIN  WALKING  DISTANCES 

FROM  OUR  HOTELS,  STORES,  RESTAURANTS,  AND  PUBLIC  ATTRACTIONS.  PEOPLE 
FROM  THROUGHOUT  THE  WORLD  VISIT  FORT  WAYNE  TO  STUDY  THE  ARCHITECTURE 

OF  LOUIS  KAHN  AS  REPRESENTED  BY  THE  THEATRE  FOR  THE  PERFORMING  ARTS, 

OUR  GOTHIC  CHURCHES,  AS  WELL  AS  OUR  MAGNIFICENT  COUNTY  COURT  HOUSE, 

PUBLIC  LIBRARY  AND  THE  OUTSTANDING  LINCOLN  MUSEUM. 

EVEN  MORE  VISITORS  WILL  COME  TO  FORT  WAYNE  TO  VISIT  THE 
OLD  FORT,  THE  LANDING,  THREE  RIVERS  FESTIVAL,  FINE  ARTS  FESTIVAL,  ETC. 

THE  ACTION  AND  THE  CONVENIENCE  ARE  DOWNTOWN.  BEAUTIFUL  FREIMANN 

PARK  AND  THE  FARMERS  MARKET  ALSO  ADD  A DIMENSION  TO  THE  FUNCTIONAL 

BEAUTY  AND  CONVENIENCE  OF  A CENTRAL  LOCATION.  FEW  OTHER  AREAS  IN 
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. 


FORT  WAYNE  CAN  MAKE  PROPER  USE  OF  THE  SCOTTISH  RITE  AUDITORIUM 


AS  PART  OF  A UNIFIED  PROGRAM. 


MR.  CHAIRMAN,  THE  BOARD  I REPRESENT  UNANIMOUSLY  RECOMMENDS 


THAT  THE  CIVIC  CENTER  RENEWAL  PROJECT  PLAN  BE  APPROVED,  AND  THAT 


STEPS  BE  TAKEN  AS  SOON  AS  POSSIBLE  TO  ACQUIRE  THE  LAND  FOR  THIS 


PROJECT. 


RESPECTFULLY  SUBMITTED, 


FORT  WAYNE  REDEVELOPMENT  COMMISSION 


PUBLIC  HEARING  - OCTOBER  10,  1977 

The  Fort  Wayne  Future  Conference  wishes  to  publicly  state  that  it  supports 
the  General  Plan  for  downtown  revitalization,  and  specifically,  the  Civic  Center 
Renewal  Project. 

Downtown  needs  both  private  and  public  sector  investment,  but  there  is  little 
incentive  for  the  private  sector  unless  public  commitment  is  evident.  Land  acquisi- 
tion for  the  Civic  Center' will  be  a major  step  in  that  direction.  We  have  a good 
start  with  several  sizable  improvements  on  the  downtown  perimeter,  and  the  Civic 
Center  will  give  a substantial  boost  to  the  heart  of  the  area. 

Fort  Wayne  Future  feels  it  is  imperative  that  a great  deal  of  thought  be 
given  to  the  functions  and  design  of  the  Center.  It  must  relate  to  the  surrounding 
area  to  maximize  its  impact  on  overall  downtown  revitalization.  Specifically,  the 
Center  should  provide  support  facilities  which  will  complement  both  the  Embassy 
and  the  proposed  hotel.  They  should  be  an  integral  part  of  the  Civic  Center  plan 
as  the  Embassy  can  provide  a fine  auditorium  at  minimal  cost  and  the  hotel  is 
essential  for  the  Center's  success.  Parking  provided  should  be  adequate  for  and 
available  to  the  proposed  hotel  and  the  Embassy,  as  well  as  the  I & M/Peoples 
Bank  tower  and  nearby  retail  and  commercial  establishments.  Its  functions 
should  encourage  activity  around  the  clock  to  bring  people  downtown  evenings 
and  weekends,  which  will  make  downtown  safer  and  more  appealing. 

Fort  Wayne  Future  is  excited  about  the  prospects  for  the  Civic  Center 
development,  and  we  look  forward  to  the  opportunity  to  provide  assistance 
and  ideas  with  regard  to  the  functions,  design  and  scale  of  the  project. 


RDW/be 


Richard  D.  Waterfield 
Chairman,  Downtown  Subcommittee 
Fort  Wayne  Future  Conference 


FORT  WAYNE 
CONVENTION 

AND  VISITORS 

BUREAU  215  W.  WASHINGTON  BLVD.  FORT  WAYNE,  INDIANA  46802 


219*743-0552 


October  10,  1977 

MEMO  TO:  Members  of  the  Fort  Wayne  Redevelopment  Commission 

FROM:  George  Stuart,  President  of  the  Fort  Wayne  Convention  and 

Visitor’s  Bureau 

The  Fort  Wayne  Convention  3ureau  is  pleased  to  have  this  opportunity  to 
once  again  speak  in  favor  of  the  Civic  Center  Renewal  Project.  We  re- 
present, through  our  membership,  over  250  business,  professional,  and 
industrial  firms... all  of  them  vitally  interested  in  the  continuing  re- 
newal of  Fort  Wayne. 

We  believe  that  the  Project  is  a positive  stimulus  to  total  downtown 
redevelopment.  The  Center  will  be  used  by  all  the  people  of  our  community 
for  their  cultural  and  leisure  time  activities. 

There  are  a number  of  economic  benefits  accruing  to  Fort  Wayne  from  the 
building  of  the  Civic  Center: 

1.  It  will  help  reopen  the  downtown  hotel  market.  You  are  aware,  I am 
sure,  that  Downtown  Fort  Wayne  has  lost  900  hotel  rooms  since  1970. 

The  Civic  Center  will  bring  at  least  one  new  hotel  of  250  to  300 
rooms  and  will  serve  to  make  the  Sheraton  Hotel  a much  more  desir- 
able property.  In  the  last  several  months,  our  Bureau  has  talked 
with  four  different  research  firms  representing  companies  who  are 
interested  in  buying  the  Sheraton  property  and  reopening  it  as  a 
hotel.  Each  company  has  indicated  that  their  decision  to  make  a 
firm  offer  is  dependent  upon  the  building  of  the  Civic  Center. 

2.  It  will  help  upgrade  the  Central  Business  District,  therefore, 
stabilizing  that  neighborhood.  This  means  improved  land  values  and 
subsequent  increases  in  the  property  tax  revenue  derived  from  Down- 
town. You  are  aware  that  property  tax  revenue  has  decreased  in 
recent  years  in  the  downtown  area.  Experience  in  other  cities  in- 
dicates that  we  can  expect  additional  retail  development  in  the 
area  surrounding  the  new  hotel  and  Civic  Center  such  as  small  shops, 
restaurants  and  other  business  allied  to  an  increased  visitor  traffic. 

3 . The  Center  will  offer  expanded  employment  opportunities  in  the  Central 
Business  District,  not  only  within  its  own  walls,  but  serving  as  a 
catalyst  for  employment  in  hotels,  new  restaurants  and  retail  businesses. 

4 . The  Center  will  broaden  the  opportunities  to  bring  additional  and  larger 
meeting  groups  to  Fort  Wayne.  This  will  mean  more  dollars  coming  into 
our  community  from  outside  sources.  In  1976,  for  example,  the  meet- 
ing industry  brought  over  58,000  registered  delegates  to  Allen  County 

in  some  200  conferences,  seminars  and  conventions.  These  delegates 
spent  an  average  of  $204  per  person  In  each  2-1/2  day  meeting  for  a 
total  1976  income  of  over  $11  million!  The  larger  facilities  of  the 
Civic  Center  will  provide  us  the  space  needed  for  larger  meetings. 


We  Help  People  Meet 

l 


MEMBER  OF 


Members  of  the  Fort  Wayne  Redevelopment  Commission 
October  10,  1977 


''“^P-age  2 


The  Charts  reproduced  below  demonstrate  the  potential  available  to  Fort 
Wayne  when  the  Center  is  complete.  An  additional  five  to  six  groups  of 
the  indicated  size  will  add  $l-$2  million  each  year  to  our  community's 
economic  pool. 

We,  therefore,  add  our  support  to  the  Ceneral  and  Specific  Design  objec- 
tions as  outlined  by  the  Redevelopment  Commission  for  the  Civic  Center 
Renewal  Area,  and  urge  that  the  Commission  proceed  with  the  redevelopment 
plan . 


With  the  building  of  the  Civic 
Center,  Fort  Wayne  has  the  oppor- 
tunity to  bring  additional  and 
larger  meetings  to  Allen  County. 

These  five  groups,  with  a total 
attendance  of  5,680  delegates, 
spent  a total  of  $683,704  in  a 
typical  2V2  day  convention. 

Based  on  1976  spending  per 
delegate  in  our  city  of  just  over 
$204.00,  these  same  delegates 
would  spend  $1,158,720  in  Fort 
Wayne. 


INCOME  GENERATED  BY 

POTENTIAL  DISPLAY  CONVENTIONS 


Names* 

Group  Size 

Sq.  Ft. 

Income  ** 

U.S.  indp.  Telephone 
Assn. 

Midwest  Showcase 

2,500 

25-50M 

$300,000 

American  Numismatic 
Assn. 

530 

25-50M 

64,024 

American  Assn,  of 
Blood  Banks 

600 

25-50M 

72,480 

Society  of 

Manufacturing 

Engineers 

550 

10-25M 

66,000 

National  Science 
Teachers  Convention 

1,500 

10-25M 

181,200 

’Normal  Central  States  Meeting  Pattern 
**1973  National  Average  Expenditure  of 
$120.80  per  delegate 


INCOME  GENERATED  BY 

POTENTIAL  MEETING  GROUPS 

• 

Name 

Group  Size 

Income  •• 

Delta  Kappa  Gamma 

2,000 

$241,600 

American  Economic 
Association 

1,500 

181,200 

National  Association 
of  Mutual  insurance 
Companies 

2,000 

241,600 

Great  Lakes 
Newspapers 
Conference 

1,500 

181,200 

Midwest  Language 
Association 

1,500 

181,200 

Child  Welfare 
League 

1,500 

181,200 

"Normal  midwest  meeting  pattern 
**1973  National  average  expenditure  of  SI  20.80  per  delegate 

These  six  groups,  with  10,000  total  delegates, 
spend  $1,016,800  in  1973. 

Based  on  1976  delegate  spending  in  Fort  Wayne, 
they  would  spend  $2,040,000  in  our  city. 


FORT  WAYNE  CONVENTION  AND  VISITORS  BUREAU 

215  W.  WASHINGTON  BLVD.  FORT  WAYNE,  INDIANA  46802  219^43-0552 


Junior  League  of  Port  viayne , Inc. 
October  10,  1977 


The  Junior  League  of  fort  Wayne  is  an  educational,  char- 
itable, and  volunteer  organization.  Because  the  ueague 
membership  feels  that  a revitalized  downtown  is  critical 
to  the  future  of  its  city,  the  Downtown  Advocacy  Commit- 
tee was  formed  to  help  promote  downtown  redevelopment. 

The  Junior  League  Downtown  Advocacy  Committee  is  concerned 
about  keeping  the  downtown  an  active  ana  vital  element  in 
the  total  community.  The  Civic  Center  Project,  which  in- 
cludes the  Convention  Center,  a hotel  complex,  a parking 
garage  which  will  also  serve  Summit  Square , ana  the  re- 
habilitation of  the  Lmbassy  Theater,  is  a major  step 
toward  revitalization  of  the  downtown  area  and  a fore- 
runner of  other  forthcoming  renewal  projects. 

This  improvement  nmde  in  the  central  business  district 
will  help  build  a stronger  economic  base  for  tne  entire 
community  and  will  draw  more  people--workers , shoppers, 
and  visitors--into  the  central  city.  Therefore  we 
strongly  urge  the  Redevelopment  Commission  to  confirm 
its  adoption  of  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan  for  the  Civic 
Center  Project. 


Mr.  Leonard  M.  Weinraub,  President 
Fort  Wayne  Redevelopment  Commission 
One  Main  Street  - City  County  Building 
Fort  Wayne,  Indiana  46802 


Dear  Mr.  Weinraub: 


October  10,  1977 


Our  Downtown  Fort  Wayne  association  represents  a cross  section 
ox  the  Retail,  Commercial,  Financial,  Media  and  Professional 
elements  of  our  City.  Our  reason  for  existing  is  to  "Improve 
the  Image  of  Fort  Wayne"  by  improving  the  Downtown  which  we 
believe  is  inseparable  from  the  Image  of  our  City. 

The  Civic  Center  Plan  you  have  prepared  and  endorsed,  and  which 
has  been  approved  by  the  Planning  Commission  and  the  City  Council, 
is  most  enthusiastically  endorsed  and  approved  by  our  Downtown 
Association. 

We  believe  the  Civic  Center  is  the  key  element  to  Downtown 
revitalization  and  a giant  step  forward  improving  the  Image 
of  our  City  and  instilling  a new  sense  of  pride  in  our 
Community. 

In  addition  to  the  aforementioned,  we  believe  the  Civic  Center 
will  have  the  following  beneficial  effects: 

1.  Motivate  Private  Capital  Improvements  and  New  Development, 
thereby  improving  the  tax  base  in  the  C.B.D. 

2.  Eliminate  some  of  the  blight  by  removal  of  the  empty, 
obsolete  structures  which  have  discouraged  further 
Retail  and  Commercial  Activity  Downtown. 

3.  Generate  additional  employment  and  adding  to  the  economic 
stability  of  our  Community.  The  money  which  v/ill  be  spent 
by  local  organizations,  visitors  and  conventions,  is  earned 
elsewhere,  spent  here,  requires  no  additional  services  from 
the  City  and  is  respent  many  times  here  at  home. 

We  reiterate,  our  Downtown  Fort  WTayne  Association  most  enthusias- 
tically endorses  and  supports  the  Redevelopment  Commission’s  Civic 
Center  Plan  and  recommends  that  the  Plan  be  implemented  as  soon 
as  possible. 


Sincerely, 


ASSOCIATION, INC. 


rmh$d 


Rod  M.  Howard,  President 


CC:  to  all  Redevelopment  Commissioners  and  Trustees 

DOWNTOWN  FORT  WAYNE  ASSOCIATION,  INC. 

26  Ewing  Street,  Fort  Wayne,  Indiana  46802  • Telephone  (219)  422-1088 


REMONSTRANCE  TO  THE  CIVIC  CENTER  RENEWAL  PROJECT 
DESCRIBED  IN  DECLARATORY  RESOLUTION  NO.  77-38 


OF  THE  FORT  WAYNE  REDEVELOPMENT  COMMISSION 

The  undersigned,  Clifford  Salk  (hereinafter  referred  to 
as  " Reraons trator" ) , owner  of  Parcel  No.  4 in  Block  No.  2 as 
described  in  the  Property  Owner's  Map,  Civic  Center  Renewal 
Project,  being  part  of  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan  adopted  by 
the  Fort  Wayne  Redevelopment  Commission  as  Described  in 
Declaratory  Resolution  No.  77-38  of  said  Fort  Wayne  Redevelop- 
ment Commission  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  "Real  Estate"), 
does  hereby  remonstrate  against  said  Urban  Redevelopment  Plan 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  "Plan")  and  the  Civic  Center 
Renewal  Project  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  "Project")  embodied 
therein,  and  petitions  said  Fort  Wayne  Redevelopment  Commission 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  "Commission")  to  modify  said  Plan 
and  Project  as  hereinafter  provided,  for  the  following  reasons 
and  upon  the  following  basis: 

(a)  Remonstrator  is  both  interested  in  and 
affected  by  said  Plan  and  said  Project  in  that  he  is  a 
taxpayer  of  the  special  taxing  district  in  which  said 
Project  is  located;  he  owns  Real  Estate  affected  by 
said  Project  and  which  is  to  be  acquired  by  said 
Commission  if  said  Plan  is  finally  adopted  in  its 
present  form;  and  he  operates  a business  from  and 
presently  occupies  said  Real  Estate; 

(b)  The  Commission  has  arbitrarily,  capriciously 
and  erroneously  included  said  Real  Estate  and  other  parcel 
in  said  Block  No.  2 in  said  Project,  in  that  said  Real 


Estate  and  said  other  parcels  do  not  lie  within  a 


"blighted  area"  as  defined  within  the  provisions 
of  the  Redevelopment  of  Cities  and  Towns  Act  of 
1953  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  "Act"),  under 
and  pursuant  to  which  said  Commission  is  purporting 
to  act; 

(c)  The  Commission  has  arbitrarily,  capriciously 
and  erroneously  found  that  said  Block  No.  2,  or  all 
parcels  within  said  Project,  have  become  blighted, 
deteriorated  and  deteriorating  to  such  extent  that 
such  conditions  cannot  be  corrected  by  regulatory 
processes  or  by  the  ordinary  operation  of  private 
enterprise  without  resort  to  the  provisions  of  said 
Act ; 

(d)  The  Commission  has  arbitrarily,  capriciously 
and  erroneously  found  that  the  public  health  and 
welfare  would  be  benefited  by  the  Urban  Renewal  of 
said  Block  No.  2 under  the  provisions  of  said  Act; 

(e)  The  Commission  has  arbitrarily,  capriciously 
and  erroneously  found  that  Block  No.  2,  the  parcels 
therein,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  said  Real 
Estate,  are,  under  current  conditions,  undesirable 
for  or  impossible  of  normal  development  and  occupancy 
because  of  lack  of  development,  cessation  of  growth, 
deterioration  of  improvements  and  character  of 
occupancy,  age  and  obsolescence,  substandard  character 
of  the  buildings,  and  other  facts  which  have  impaired 
values  and  prevented  a normal  development  of  the  land 
included  in  said  block  or  the  use  thereof.  Said  findings 


2 


£ r 


are  clearly  erroneous  in  that  the  majority  of 
buildings  located  within  said  Block  No.  2 are 
currently  occupied  and  functional  in  their  present 
condition;  that  the  development  of  Blocks  No.  1 and 
3 within  said  Project  in  accordance  with  said  Plan 
will  tend  to  promote  the  development  and  growth 
of  the  buildings  and  real  estate  located  within 
Block  2 and  that  by  available  regulatory  processes 
or  by  the  ordinary  operations  of  private  enterprise 
said,  parcels  are  and  will  be  desirable  or  possible 
for  normal  development  and  occupancy. 

(f)  The  public  utility  and  benefit  will  not  be 
served  by  the  final  adoption  of  said  Plan  and  said 
Project,  in  that  the  property  tax  base  now  available, 
or  which  potentially  might  be  available,  as  a result 
of  the  existence  of  private  ownership  and  private 
enterprise  in  said  Block  No.  2,  including  the  Real 
Estate  and  other  parcels  located  therein,  will  be 
lost  by  the  development  as  outlined  and  proposed 

in  said  Plan  and  Project,  unless  modified  to  except 
therefrom  the  Real  Estate  and/or  all  parcels  included 
in  Block  No.  2 from  said  Plan  and  Project. 

(g)  Investigations,  studies  and  surveys  upon 
which  the  Commission  has  relied  in  its  findings 
that  the  Real  Estate  and  other  parcels  located 
within  said  Block  No.  2 have  become  blighted, 
deteriorated  and  deteriorating  to  such  extent  that 
such  conditions  cannot  be  corrected  by  regulatory 
processes  or  by  ordinary  operations  of  private 

I 
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enterprise  without  resorting  to  the  provisions  of 
the  Act,  clearly  do  not  support  such  findings 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Act  and  as  a matter  of 

law . 

(h)  Investigations,  studies  and  surveys  upon 
which  the  Commission  has  relied  in  its  findings 

that  the  public  health  and  welfare  would  be  benefited 
by  the  Urban  Renewal  of  said  area  under  the  provisions 
of  said  Act  and  that  the  Real  Estate  and  other 
parcels  located  within  said  Block  No.  2 constitute 
a menace  to  the  social  and  economic  interests  of 
the  City  of  Fort  Wayne  and  its  inhabitants,  clearly 
do  not  support  such  findings  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Act  and  as  a matter  of  law. 

(i)  The  Project  and  Plan,  insofar  as  it  includes 
the  Real  Estate  and  other  parcels  located  within 

said  Block  No.  2,  are  not  designed  to  serve  the 
interests  of  the  City  of  Fort  Wayne  and  its  inhabitants, 
both  from  the  standpoint  of  human  needs  and  economic 
values  or  that  the  public  health  and  welfare  would 
be  benefited  by  the  Urban  Renewal  of  all  areas 
described  within  said  Project,  and  in  particular  the 
Real  Estate  and  other  parcels  included  within  said 
Block  No.  2. 

WHEREFORE,  Remonstrator  petitions  the  Fort  Wayne  Redevelop- 
ment Commission  to  except  from  the  Civic  Center  Renewal  Project 
and  the  Urban  Redevelopment  Plan,  Parcel  No.  4 and/or  all 
parcels  located  within  Block  No.  2 as  described  in  the  Property 
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Owner's  Map,  Civic  Center  Renewal  Project,  being  part  of 


the  Urban  Renewal  Plan  adopted  by  the  Fort  Wayne  Redevelop- 
ment Commission  as  described  in  Declaratory  Resolution  No. 
77-38  of  said  Redevelopment  Commission,  except  the  Embassy 
Theatre  parcel  and  the  attached  building  on  the  southeast 
corner  of  Harrison  and  Jefferson  Streets,  and  modify  said 
Plan  and  Project  accordingly. 


REMONSTRATOR 


Attorneys  for  Rernonstrator 
James  R.  Grossman 
Gary  M.  Cappelli 
GROSSMAN,  SCROGHAM  & CAPPELLI 
1210  Lincoln  Bank  Tower 
Fort  Wayne,  Indiana  46802 
Telephone:  (219)  422-4706 


STATE  OF  INDIANA  ) 

) SS: 

COUNTY  OF  ALLEN  ) 


Before  me,  the  undersigned,  a Notary  Public  in  and  for 
said  County  and  State,  this  f 0 day  of  October,  1977,  personally 
appeared  Clifford  T.  Salk  and  acknowledged  the  execution  of  the 
foregoing  petition  and  remonstrance. 

In  witness  whereof,  I have  hereunto  subscribed  my  name 
and  affixed  my  official  seal. 


My  Commission  Expires: 


REMONSTRANCE  TO  THE  CIVIC  CENTER  RENEWAL  PROJECT 
DESCRIBED  IN  DECLARATORY  RESOLUTION  NO.  77-38 
OF  THE  FORT  WAYNE  REDEVELOPMENT  COMMISSION 

The  undersigned.  Premium  Beauty  Service,  Inc.,  by  its 
President,  Thomas  W.  Reilly  (hereinafter  referred  to  as 
"Remonstrator") , owner  of  Parcels  No.  6 and  7 in  Block  No. 

2 as  described  in  the  Property  Owner's  Map,  Civic  Center 
Renewal  Project,  being  part  of  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan  adopted 
by  the  Fort  Wayne  Redevelopment  Commission  as  described  in 
Declaratory  Resolution  No.  77-38  of  said  Fort  Wayne  Redevelop- 
ment Commission  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  "Real  Estate"), 
does  hereby  remonstrate  against  said  Urban  Redevelopment  Plan 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  "Plan")  and  the  Civic  Center 
Renewal  Project  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  "Project")  embodied 
therein,  and  petitions  said  Fort  Wayne  Redevelopment  Commission 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  "Commission")  to  modify  said  Plan 
and  Project  as  hereinafter  provided,  for  the  following  reasons 
and  upon  the  following  basis; 

(a)  Remonstrator  is  both  interested  in  and 
affected  by  said  Plan  and  said  Project  in  that  it 
is  a taxpayer  of  the  special  taxing  district  in 
which  said  Project  is  located;  it  owns  Real  Estate 
affected  by  said  Project  and  which  is  to  be 
acquired  by  said  Commission  if  said  Plan  is 
finally  adopted  in  its  present  form;  and  it 
operates  a business  or  b\isinesses  from  and 
presently  occupies  a portion  of  said  Real  Estate; 

(b)  The  Commission  has  arbitrarily,  capriciously 

and  erroneously  included  said  Real  Estate  and  other  parcels 
in  said  Block  No.  2 in  said  Project,  in  that  said  Real 
Estate  and  said  other  pnrrv-i  f.  do  not  lie  within  a T| 


/ 


"blighted  area"  as  defined  within  the  provisions 
of  the  Redevelopment  of  Cities  and  Towns  Act  of 
1953  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  "Act"),  under 
and  pursuant  to  which  said  Commission  is  purporting 
to  act; 

(c)  The  Commission  has  arbitrarily,  capriciously 
and  erroneously  found  that  said  Block  No.  2,  or  all 
parcels  within  said  Project,  have  become  blighted, 
deteriorated  and  deteriorating  to  such  extent  that 
such  conditions  cannot  be  corrected  by  regulatory 
processes  or  by  the  ordinary  operation  of  private 
enterprise  without  resort  to  the  provisions  of  said 
Act ; 

(d)  The  Commission  has  arbitrarily,  capriciously 
and  erroneously  found  that  the  public  health  and 
welfare  would  be  benefited  by  the  Urban  Renewal  of 
said  Block  No.  2 under  the  provisions  of  said  Act; 

(e)  The  Commission  has  arbitrarily,  capriciously 
and  erroneously  found  that  Block  No.  2,  the  parcels 
therein,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  said  Real 
Estate,  are,  under  current  conditions,  undesirable 
for  or  impossible  of  normal  development  and  occupancy 
because  of  lack  of  development,  cessation  of  growth, 
deterioration  of  improvements  and  character  of 
occupancy,  age  and  obsolescence,  substandard  character 
of  the  buildings,  and  other  facts  which  have  impaired 
values  and  prevented  a normal  development  of  the  land 
included  in  said  block  or  the  use  thereof.  Said  findings 


are  clearly  erroneous  in  that  the  majority  of 
buildings  located  within  said  Block  No.  2 are 
currently  occupied  and  functional  in  their  present 
condition;  that  the  development  of  Blocks  No.  1 and 
3 within  said  Project  in  accordance  with  said  Plan 
will  tend  to  promote  the  development  and  growth 
of  the  buildings  and  real  estate  located  within 
Block  2 and  that  by  available  regulatory  processes 
or  by  the  ordinary  operations  of  private  enterprise 
said,  parcels  are  and  will  be  desirable  or  possible 
for  normal  development  and  occupancy. 

(f)  The  public  utility  and  benefit  will  not  be 
served  by  the  final  adoption  of  said  Plan  and  said 
Project,  in  that  the  property  tax  base  now  available, 
or  which  potentially  might  be  available,  as  a result 
of  the  existence  of  private  ownership  and  private 
enterprise  in  said  Block  No.  2,  including  the  Real 
Estate  and  other  parcels  located  therein,  will  be 
lost  by  the  development  as  outlined  and  proposed 

in  said  Plan  and  Project,  unless  modified  to  except 
therefrom  the  Real  Estate  and/or  all  parcels  included 
in  Block  No.  2 from  said  Plan  and  Project. 

(g)  Investigations,  studies  and  surveys  upon 
which  the  Commission  has  relied  in  its  findings 
that  the  Real  Estate  and  other  parcels  located 
within  said  Block  No.  2 have  become  blighted, 
deteriorated  and  deteriorating  to  such  extent  that 
such  conditions  cannot  be  corrected  by  regulatory 
processes  or  by  ordinary  operations  of  private 
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enterprise  without  resorting  to  the  provisions  of 


the  Act,  clearly  do  not  support  such  findings 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Act  and  as  a matter  of 
law. 

(h)  Investigations,  studies  and  surveys  upon 
which  the  Commission  has  relied  in  its  findings 

that  the  public  health  and  welfare  would  be  benefited 
by  the  Urban  Renewal  of  said  area  under  the  provisions 
of  said  Act  and  that  the  Real  Estate  and  other 
parcels  located  within  said  Block  No.  2 constitute 
a menace  to  the  social  and  economic  interests  of 
the  City  of  Fort  Wayne  and  its  inhabitants,  clearly 
do  not  support  such  findings  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Act  and  as  a matter  of  law. 

(i)  The  Project  and  Plan,  insofar  as  it  includes 
the  Real  Estate  and  other  parcels  located  within 

said  Block  No.  2,  are  not  designed  to  serve  the 
interests  of  the  City  of  Fort  Wayne  and  its  inhabitants, 
both  from  the  standpoint  of  human  needs  and  economic 
values  or  that  the  public  health  and  welfare  would 
be  benefited  by  the  Urban  Renewal  of  all  areas 
described  within  said  Project,  and  in  particular  the 
Real  Estate  and  other  parcels  included  within  said 
Block  No.  2. 

WHEREFORE,  Remonstrator  petitions  the  Fort  Wayne  Redevelop- 
ment Commission  to  except  from  the  Civic  Center  Renewal  Project 
and  the  Urban  Redevelopment  Plan,  Parcels  No.  6 and  7 and/or  all 
parcels  located  within  Block  No.  2 as  described  in  the  Property 
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Owner's  Map,  Civic  Center  Renewal  Project,  being  part  of 


the  Urban  Renewal  Plan  adopted  by  the  Fort  Wayne  Redevelop- 
ment Commission  as  described  in  Declaratory  Resolution  No. 
77-38  of  said  Redevelopment  Commission,  except  the  Embassy 
Theatre  parcel  and  the  attached  building  on  the  southeast 
corner  of  Harrison  and  Jefferson  Streets,  and  modify  said 
Plan  and  Project  accordingly. 


Attorneys  for  Remonstrator 
James  R.  Grossman 
Gary  M.  Cappelli 
GROSSMAN,  SCROGHAM  & CAPPELLI 
1210  Lincoln  Bank  Tower 
Fort  Wayne,  Indiana  46802 
Telephone:  (219)  422-4706 


STATE  OF  INDIANA  ) 

) SS: 

COUNTY  OF  ALLEN  ) 


Before  me,  the  undersigned,  a Notary  Public  in  and  for 
said  County  and  State,  this  / 0 day  of  October,  1977,  personally 
appeared  Thomas  W.  Reilly,  President  of  Premium  Beauty  Service, 
Inc.,  who  acknowledged  the  execution  of  the  foregoing  petition 
and  remonstrance  on  behalf  of  Premium  Beauty  Service,  Inc. 

In  witness  whereof,  I have  hereunto  subscribed  my  name 
and  affixed  my  official  seal. 


REMONSTRATOR 


PREMIUM  BEAUTY  SERVICE,  INC. 


(Thomas  W.  Reilly,  Its 
President) 


My  Commission  Expires: 


.nj/0£i  !, 


Association  of  Independent  Voters 

P.O.  BOX  1138,  422  WEST  COLISEUM  BOULEVARD 
FORT  WAYNE,  INDIANA  46801 

October  10,  1977 


As  president  and  on  behalf  of  the  Association  of 
Independent  Voters  we  at  the  present  time  cannot  support 
the  revitalization  of  downtown  Fort  Wayne  until  certain 
questions  concerning  this  project  are  fully  and  completely 
answered.  Following  is  a summary  of  the  questions  we 
feel  should  be  fully  explained  to  the  Fort  Wayne  community 
before  such  an  undertaking  is  started. 

1.  Since  the  city  has  recently  experienced  problems 
in  compiling  the  city  budget  due  to  the  limited  amount 

of  revenue,  how  much  of  a strain  will  the  Downtown  Re- 
vitalization Project  have  on  future  city  budgets? 

2.  What  percentage  of  funding  will  come  from  federal 
financing,  private,  and  the  city  of  Fort  Wayne? 

3.  What  are  the  ramifiaations  and  effects  upon 
pursuing  future  annexation  plans  in  the  fringe  a;reas 
pertaining  to  furnishing  the  basic  services  required 

in  these  areas  such  as  police,  fire,  sewer,  waste,  street 
and  light  maintenance  and  garbage  disposal? 


4.  What  will  be  the  incurred  loss  of  property  tax 
revenue,  by  the  city,  assuming  ownership  of  this  property? 

5.  What  will  be  the  cost  to  the  taxpayers  of  the 
community  for  the  ongoing  operation  and  maintenance  of 
this  complex? 


6.  What  impact  will  the  revitalization  project 
have  on  future  conditions  concerning  the  present  street 
situation  and  future  traffic  congestion? 

The  Association  of  Independent  Voters  would  appreciate 
answers  to  these  questions  and  feel  that  the  community, 
through  the  media,  should  be  made  fully  aware  of  the  impact 
the  Downtov/n  Revitalization  will  have  on  the  future  of 
Fort  Wayne. 


Respec^fiilly , 


Ted^W.  Detweiler 
President 

Association  of  Independent  Voters 


EMBASSY  THEATRE  FOUNDATION,  INC. 


Post  Office  Box  1 266  *1105  South  Harrison  Street  • Fort  Wayne,  Indiana  46801 


October  10,  1977 


Mr.  Robert  P.  Turk 

Executive  Director 

Fort  Wayne  Redevopment  Commission 

One  Main  Street 

City-County  Building 

Fort  Wayne,  Indiana,  46802 

Dear  Mr.  Turk: 

The  Board  of  the  Embassy  Theatre  Foundation,  Inc.  wishes  to  enthusiast- 
ically endorse  the  Civic  Center  Renewal  Project,  provided  that  our 
recently  adopted  statement  of  purpose  and  policy  is  not  altered  by 
the  operation  of  the  Civic  Center.  The  statement  of  purpose  and  policy 
is  as  follows: 


The  Embassy  Theatre  Foundation  is  a not-for-profit  fine  arts 
corporation  whose  purpose  is  to  preserve  and  restore  the 
Embassy  Complex  and  to  operate  and  manage  it  as  a working 
theatre  and  meeting  place  for  the  benefit  of  the  community. 
The  complex  includes  the  Embassy  Theatre  and  the  former 
Indiana  Hotel. 

Toward  this  end,  the  Embassy  Theatre  Foundation  shall 

1.  Preserve  the  historical  and  aesthetic  integrity 
of  the  architecture. 

2.  Develop  a long  range  master  plan  for  complete  rest- 
oration, including  possible  adaptive  renovation  of 
the  hotel  interior. 


3.  Pursue  a creative  use  for  the  integral  hotel,  including 
additional  space  requirements  for  the  theatre. 

4.  Maintain  and  encourage  community  and  regional  interest 
and  support. 

5.  Establish  assignment  of  use,  appropriate  to  these 
purposes. 

6.  Encourage  and  provide  a facility  for  cultural  activities, 
including  popular  entertainment. 

7.  Cooperate  with  the  proposed  Civic  Center  in  a mutually 
beneficial  way. 

8.  The  Foundation  shall  be  an  independent  entity  directed 
by  a Board  made  up  of  citizens  pursuing  these  goals, 
and  elected  by  Foundation  members  in  accordance  with 
its  By-Laws. 
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EMBASSY  THEATRE  FOUNDATION,  INC 

Post  Office  Box  1 266  • 1 1 05  South  Harrison  Street  • Fort  Wayne,  Indiana  46801 
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10-10-77 


We  believe  that  completion  of  this  project  can  mean  a great  £eal  to  the 
revitalization  of  Downtown  Fort  Wayne,  a hastened  restoration  and  inten- 
sified use  of  our  irreplaceable  Embassy  Theatre. 


Roberf  Goldstine,  Pres. 


Respectfully, 


EMBASSY 


FOUNDATION,  INC. 


RG:  co 


TO:  CITY  OF  FORT  WAYNE  REDEVELOPMENT 

COMMISSION 

ATTN:  MR.  ROBERT  P.  TURKE 


EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 


GENTLEMEN : 


REMONSTRANCE 


The  undersigned,  William  J.  Skimos  and  Christos  Pentos 


partners  and  William  J.  Skimos,  owner  of  real  estate,  hereby 
remonstrate  to  the  proposed  redevelopment  and  condemnation  of  the 
block  bounded  by  Jefferson,  Harrison,  Lewis  and  Calhoun  Streets  in 
Fort  Wayne,  Indiana  and  state  as  follows: 


ducted  at  the  premises  on  the  southeast  corner  of  Calhoun  and  Lewis 
Streets,  commonly  known  as  1136  South  Calhoun  Street,  said  business 
being  known  as  the  Palace  Cafe.  That  William  Skimos  is  the  contract 
purchaser  of  said  real  estate.  That  the  business  has  been  con- 
ducted at  those  premises  continuously  for  more  than  forty  (40)  years 
last  passed  and  is  well  identified  and  known  throughout  the  community 
as  "The  Palace  Cafe". 

The  undersigned  remonstrate  against  the  redevelopment  of 
this  block  for  the  reasons  as  follows: 

1.  The  undersigned  are  informed  or  believe  that  the  block 
will  not  be  used  for  any  public  project  but  will  be  used  for  the 
benefit  of  other  persons  who  wish  to  carry  on  private  businesses  at 
this  premises  and  that  said  property  will  be  taken  from  these  owners 
and  operators  for  the  benefit  of  other  private  persons,  not  for  the 
public  good. 

The  undersigned  state  that  a relocation  of  their  business 
to  another  location,  because  of  all  of  the  modern  changes,  rules 


The  partners  are  owners  of  the  business  presently  con- 
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and  regulations  for  starting  a restaurant-tavern  business  are 
excessively  expensive  and  there  is  no  just  way  that  they  will  be 
compensated  for  the  actual  expenses  that  they  will  incur  because 
of  all  of  the  bureaucracy  that  has  developed  since  this  business 
has  come  into  existence. 

2.  The  undersigned  believe  that  they  are  a worthy  and 
valuable  asset  to  the  community  and  should  not  be  put  out  of  busi- 
ness, but  should  be  encouraged  to  stay  in  business  at  their  present 
location  as  this  would  be  for  the  best  interest  of  the  community 
and  the  undersigned  inparticular. 


Dated  at  Fort  Wayne, 
1977,  and  personally  delivered 
Executive  Director,  Fort  Wayne 


PALACE  CAFE 


WILLIAM  J.  SKIMQJ5 '-'owner  and 
partner 


Indiana  this  10th  day  of  October, 
to  the  Honorable  Robert  P.  Turke, 
Redevelopment  Commission. 
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